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PREFACE: THE /LIAD IN IRAQ 


At its core, this book is about ancient battle. I 
wrote it as a combat veteran of modern warfare who learned ancient Greek 
and earned a PhD in ancient Greek history. The book combines my academic 
expertise and military experience, but in a peculiar way. 

In 2004, I chanced upon the Iliad while serving as a US Marine in Iraq. 
Earlier in the year, a group of us saw Wolfgang Petersen's Troy, and someone 
who really enjoyed the film decided to read the book. He bought the Signet 
Classics edition, brought it with him to Iraq, but unfortunately did not make 
it past book 1. The Iliad clearly did not live up to his expectations. In contrast, 
I really did not enjoy the film and at the time had no interest in the Iliad itself. 
But I did know Homer’s place in the Western canon, and the back cover to 
the Signet Classics edition said that the Iliad was “The World’s Greatest War 
Novel.” So with nothing to lose, and nothing better to do, I started reading. 

To be honest, I was not overly impressed, nor were my eyes suddenly 
opened to the marvels of classical literature. Yet I was struck by the familiar- 
ity of certain themes in the text. For instance, early in book 1, I could relate to 
Achilles when Agamemnon stripped him of his war prize. Frustrated and fu- 
rious, Achilles said to his commander, in so many words, “I run the risks, you 
get the rewards, and you still want more from me!” Then there was the work 
of “Wildfire” Rumor wreaking havoc over the Achaean army in book 2. 
(Anyone who has spent a day in any sort of military organization knows the 
power of the rumor mill.) As a young man in love, I could identify with Hec- 
tor’s dilemma between family and fighting in book 6. In fact, I still hear ver- 
sions of this dilemma in conversations with friends. I also knew the feeling of 
helplessness at the loss of a dear friend. And much like Achilles at the loss of 
Patroclus, I felt the very real desire for revenge. I remember thinking that 
Homer really knew what he was talking about, and I made a note to learn 
more about him and the ancient Greeks should I ever have a chance. 

That chance came in 2005 when I started my undergraduate studies at the 
University of Pennsylvania. I took introductory courses in ancient history 
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and classical literature and did a lot of reading on my own on ancient war- 
fare. What amazed me the most about the Greeks was that when they decided 
to go to war, the same people who voted for it actually went and fought it. I 
have since learned that the Greeks were by no means unique in this respect, but 
at the time my only point of comparison was the United States Congress. 

Thoroughly fascinated, I declared a major in classical studies and spent an 
immoderate amount of time learning ancient Greek. My experience in the Ma- 
rine Corps and curiosity about ancient Greek warfare ultimately led to a senior 
thesis on hunting and warfare in the classical Greek world and an application to 
the PhD program in history at Cornell University. Fortunately, I had extraordi- 
nary advisers as both an undergraduate and graduate student who seemed 
genuinely excited about what I was bringing to the scholarly table—namely, 
nearly seven years of operational experience in the US Marine Corps. 

Specifically, I was a member and eventual team leader of an amphibious 
reconnaissance team and spent over three years in the Asia-Pacific region ob- 
serving, evading, and gathering information on conventional ground forces, 
mostly in mountainous jungle environments. Long-range jungle patrols, 
clandestine observation posts, reconnaissance and surveillance, hydrographic 
surveys—we did it all. I left the region in 2003 as a sergeant and became a 
member of the 2nd Force Reconnaissance Company, now the 2nd Marine 
Special Operations Battalion in Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. In July 2004, 
we deployed to the Northern Babil Province of Iraq, where we spent the next 
seven months fighting a counterinsurgency, primarily by conducting direct 
action raids. 

Over the years, I accumulated a great deal of knowledge about military 
operations, and in particular about the vulnerabilities of large fighting units 
in mountainous terrain. I also gained firsthand knowledge of the challenges 
of asymmetric warfare, where opposing sides adhere to different sets of fight- 
ing conventions and different notions of victory. With this book, I have com- 
bined this knowledge with my academic expertise to study a neglected realm 
of ancient history: warfare in the mountains of classical Greece. Yet at the 
heart of the book, when the analysis of warfare is most pointed, I do not refer 
explicitly to my operational experiences. They remain out of sight, like most 
support structures. 

In other words, my knowledge of military operations does not fill in the 
blanks when the ancient evidence is lacking, nor does my experience of war- 
fare in the twenty-first century give me special access to the intricacies of 
ancient warfare. Instead, my knowledge and experience provide a framework 
for thinking, and I use this framework to raise questions about the opera- 
tional dynamics of ancient warfare. Unconventional tactics, manipulation of 
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terrain, communication, deception, surprise—upland Greeks brought all of 
these factors together with great success, but how? And if upland Greeks 
really were skilled mountain fighters, as I am about to argue, what can these 
capabilities tell us about their way of life? These are questions that no one, to 
my knowledge, has ever asked about the unconventional military encounters 
studied in this book. 

Make no mistake, this book is written from the perspective of a Marine 
combat veteran, but it is fundamentally a work of scholarship. It advances a 
thesis about the significance of warfare in the mountains of classical Greece, 
and it attempts to do so without anachronistic comparisons between the an- 
cient and modern worlds. These two worlds certainly share a number of simi- 
larities. That is part of the reason why the Greeks continue to fascinate modern 
audiences, including a Marine who chanced upon the Iliad while in Iraq. 


The basic ideas behind this book originally came to life in a seminar with 
Barry Strauss. Under his guidance, they matured into a book. I simply do not 
have the words to express my gratitude for his encouragement and engage- 
ment with my work over the years. 

I would also like to thank Stanford University for a transformative year of 
teaching, collaboration, and research as a postdoctoral fellow in the Thinking 
Matters program during the 2015-2016 academic year. During that time, 
Lauren Hirshberg read, commented on, and discussed various chapters of 
the book. I thank her for that, and for being a wonderful friend. Matt Buell 
made all of the maps, and I cannot thank him enough. I am also appreciative 
of the countless ways that Jake Nabel and Tim Sorg have improved my think- 
ing and writing. 

At Cornell University Press, I thank Mahinder Kingra and Bethany Wasik 
for the time and energy that they have devoted to my work. I am also grateful 
for the comments and suggestions of the faculty board, editorial board, and 
the two anonymous reviewers. I remain indebted to Jeremy McInerney and 
Eric Rebillard for teaching me the craft of the ancient historian, and I thank 
Sturt Manning and Robert Travers for encouraging me to think big. 

Iam immensely fortunate to teach, coach, and mentor at Cristo Rey Phila- 
delphia High School, and I am most grateful for the support of my col- 
leagues, especially Ryan Kelley. Finally, with a heart full of gratitude, I dedicate 
this book to my children, who are everything to me. 


GREEK WARFARE BEYOND THE POLIS 


Introduction 


For the most part, I dislike the Scythians, but they did 
discover the cleverest solution to the most important 
matter of human affairs: how to prevent anyone who 
attacks them from escaping, and how to avoid capture 
unless they want to be found. 


—Herodotus 4.45 


This book examines a peculiar way of war prac- 
ticed by a peculiar group of Greeks who inhabited the mountainous regions 
of the classical Greek mainland (map 1). The book explains how, on four oc- 
casions, a Greek ethnos—a people or nation—collectively repelled a large-scale 
invasion from the surrounding lowlands. Its central argument is that the up- 
land peoples (ethné) of Phocis, Aetolia, Acarnania, and Arcadia circa 490-362 
maintained defensive strategies that enabled wide-scale, sophisticated actions 
in response to large-scale invasions, and they did so without the direction of a 
central, federal government.' 

By focusing on the defensive capabilities of upland Greeks, the book makes 
a series of interventions in ancient Greek military history and ancient Greek 
scholarship “beyond the polis.” Beyond-the-polis scholarship has done much 
to expand and refine our understanding of the ancient Greek world, but it has 
overemphasized the importance of political institutions in emergent federal 
states and has yet to treat warfare involving ethné systematically or in depth. 
In contrast, military historians have scrutinized the sociopolitical roots of war- 
fare in the Greek city-state but have neglected warfare beyond the polis. As a 
result, the broader significance of warfare vis-a-vis the sociopolitical develop- 
ment of upland polities remains unclear. 

By bringing these two schools of thought into dialogue with each other, 
this book shows that although the more powerful states of the classical Greek 
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Map 1. The upland ethne of the classical Greek mainland. Created by D. Matthew Buell. 


world were dismissive or ignorant of the military capabilities of upland Greeks, 
the reverse was not the case. The Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadi- 
ans were well aware of the arrogant attitudes of their aggressive neighbors, and 
as highly efficient political entities, they exploited these attitudes to great effect. 


The Ancient Greeks beyond the Polis 


Since the mid-1980s, the classical Greek “third world” has attracted an increas- 
ing amount of scholarly interest.” At its broadest, third-world or beyond-the- 
polis scholarship encompasses all Greek polities aside from Athens and Sparta. 
In a more focused version, such scholarship concentrates on regions where 
the polis—that is, a self-governing community of citizens—coexisted with or 
was subsidiary to other forms of political and social organization.’ Overall, 
beyond-the-polis scholars take issue with the view that the more advanced pol- 
ities of the classical period were those such as Athens where a polis prevailed 
as the defining feature of a given region.‘ Such a view, they argue, implies that 
the Greeks who relied less on the city-state for social and political organization 
were somehow less advanced, abnormal, or even backward. Instead of viewing 
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the Greek world through a single sociopolitical lens, these scholars seek to con- 
textualize the different state-forms that prevailed elsewhere in the Greek world.’ 
In this way, the focus of classical Greek history can shift beyond the polis. 

And when it shifts, it is usually to one of the geographical ethné of the 
mainland, such as Aetolia, Thessaly, Acarnania, Phocis, or Arcadia. In these 
geographically distinct regions, city-states and other political communities 
gave shape to even broader forms of social and political organization. Thanks to 
this broad coherence, these regions can be assessed as sociopolitical units using 
a range of investigative methods.‘ 

For instance, archaeological studies have illustrated the ways that sanctu- 
aries connected communities across an expansive geographical space.’ In ad- 
dition, modern notions of ethnicity have proven to be applicable to the ancient 
world, especially to ethné. Such studies have illustrated how more ethnos- 
oriented Greeks actively constructed ethnic identities through language, ge- 
nealogy, and material culture that transcended one’s identification with a more 
localized political community.* Overall, these studies, among others, have pro- 
duced two major corrections to views of the Greek world beyond the polis. 

First, beyond-the-polis scholars have overturned the Thucydidean view of 
classical ethné as atavistic tribal states. According to this ancient view, ethné 
consisted of dispersed village settlements and populations that depended on 
plunder and pastoralism for sustenance, as in “early Greece.” In other words, 
the ethnos was the negative image of the small, self-contained, agriculturally 
dependent polis.'° 

From a polis-centric perspective, the Greeks of the northern and western 
mainland were indeed peripheral vis-a-vis the major centers of power during 
the classical period." But as beyond-the-polis scholars have shown, the Greeks 
from these peripheral areas had not spurned the life of the developing low- 
lands or failed to establish a thriving polis culture. On the contrary, they de- 
veloped different state-forms adapted to different geopolitical environments.” 
Interestingly, in contrast to the city-states of the polis-centric realm, these poli- 
ties eventually proved to be more adaptable and so were more successful in 
the shifting political circumstances of the Mediterranean later in the fourth 
and third centuries.’ 

In addition to overturning the Thucydidean view, beyond-the-polis schol- 
ars have revealed a great deal of variation between and within individual ethné. 
For instance, the Aetolian ethnos was more tribal in its political and social 
organization.'* Other ethnos-oriented Greeks formed a network of city-states 
associated with a specific geographical space, as in Phocis and Boeotia, while 
the Acarnanians, Achaeans, and Arcadians developed a mix of both. A few 
ethné formed dynasties that represented a range of tribal cantons, villages, and 
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city-states, such as Thessaly, Macedonia, and Epirus.” Some ethné also main- 
tained religious affiliations with outside polities through shared sanctuaries and 
cults. Such affiliations formed a distinct league of states. The most famous ex- 
ample is the Delphic Amphictyony that featured the Phocians so prominently 
from the late sixth century well into the third.'° In sum, various state-forms 
combined in geographical ethné to produce dynamic polities with their own 
peculiar features.” 

Building on these corrective insights, beyond-the-polis scholarship has taken 
a renewed interest in the origins, development, and internal structure of 
fourth-century and Hellenistic federal states.'* These studies have shown that 
long-standing religious practices and economic interactions dating back to the 
Archaic period and the fifth century shaped the political trajectories of later 
federal states. Put another way, Greek federal states were not strictly political 
phenomena. They encompassed and formalized a wide range of cultural, re- 
ligious, and economic practices, and their success clearly stemmed from an 
earlier ethnos era.” 

But this view suffers from one inherent weakness: it implies, if not states 
outright, that the formation of a formal federal state marked a key turning 
point in the sociopolitical development of ethné and that without formal in- 
stitutions, wide-scale collective action at the ethnos level would have been 
inconsistent and unreliable. For example, in Emily Mackil’s view, “once the 
cooperation of multiple states had been achieved by the creation of a single 
federal state, its preservation and stability were largely determined by its in- 
stitutions, for these provided the rules and structures according to which au- 
thority was distributed among the poleis and the koinon.””’ To date, no study 
has given serious consideration to ethnos-level statecraft that did not depend 
on formal institutions or the direction of a standing central government. 

Furthermore, the military capabilities of ethné during the fifth and fourth 
centuries have received almost no attention, and when they do, it is often in 
pursuit of different ends.”' For example, boards of generals, the organization 
of armies, and military dedications have interested some beyond-the-polis 
scholars, but only insofar as they provide evidence of federal institutions, land 
divisions, or social networks within and across individual ethné, primarily in 
Thessaly and Boeotia.”” 

Military historians have done little to correct this deficiency. The capabili- 
ties of upland ethné are not featured in any part of Pritchett’s five volumes 
on The Greek State at War, for example, to say nothing of the many handbooks 
and histories of ancient warfare.” This neglect is partly because the evidence 
for such capabilities is scant. Making matters worse, no ancient commentator 
ever associated developments in the military practices of ethné with social and 
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political change, as Aristotle did for the classical polis.” In addition, upland 
Greeks were mostly aloof from the major affairs of the rest of the Greek world. 
Although mercenaries from some upland ethné took part in the so-called Per- 
sian, Peloponnesian, and Corinthian Wars, there was no state-level involve- 
ment to speak of. 

As a result, ancient writers treated military encounters with upland ethné 
as isolated, insignificant incidents, and modern historians of ancient Greek 
warfare have tended to follow suit. Such historians focus primarily on hoplite 
warfare and its relationship with the polis during the Archaic and classical pe- 
riods. They then turn to the reforms of Philip II, the “rise of Macedon,” and 
the nature of military change in the fourth century.” With that, the focus of 
military scholarship shifts from the practices of the polis realm directly to the 
Macedonians’ innovative and brutally efficient methods of waging war. Left 
out of this narrative is the rest of the Greek world where these practices and 
methods did not prevail: the mountainous interior of the classical mainland. 

Yet if the Greeks from upland ethné used coins and official discourse to fash- 
ion themselves as part of a larger whole connected to a specific geographical 
space, it would follow that they also made some arrangements for protecting 
this whole. Jakob Larsen, a key figure in the study of Greek federal states, 
agreed with this view. He referred to these supposed arrangements as “con- 
certed action on the conduct of war” (or some variation thereof), a capability 
that he thought must have been directed by a central power.” Otherwise, he 
did not elaborate, and subsequent scholarship has followed suit. As a result, 
three important questions remain open. 

First, how did upland ethné perceive external threats, and to what extent 
did they plan for defense? Second, how did these Greeks organize themselves 
for defense, and how do the defensive capabilities of upland ethné compare 
across time and space during the classical period? Finally, how do these capa- 
bilities relate to the major insights and advances of beyond-the-polis scholar- 
ship? 

By attending to these questions, this book will contribute to a more com- 
plete understanding of classical upland ethné; in particular, their internal 
organization, collective capabilities, and relationship with the major centers 
of power during the classical period. As a series of defensive actions circa 490- 
370 shows, upland Greeks constituted well-organized polities that were thor- 
oughly prepared to face the challenges of their respective geopolitical contexts, 
even without formal institutions or a central governing power. 
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The Defenses 


On four occasions during the classical period, a large-scale army from the 
Greek lowlands invaded the realm of an upland ethnos; on each occasion, it 
was unsuccessful. The first is what I refer to as the Phocian Chalk Raid of the 
Thessalian camp circa 490; the second, the Aetolian Rout of the Athenians in 
426; the third, the Defense of Acarnania in 389; and the fourth, the Defense 
of Arcadia in 370.”” These military encounters share a number of important 
features. First, all four were documented by a contemporary writer who had 
access to eyewitness accounts and produced a narrative that is reconcilable to 
topography.” Additionally, the four encounters involve a coherent set of up- 
land ethné that defended themselves as a collective against aggressive and ex- 
pansionary lowland polities.” Finally, the four defenses cover the chronological 
range of the classical period. As such, they are best understood in relation to 
each other. 

Yet although the narratives of these military encounters document the col- 
lective capabilities of upland Greeks unlike any other ancient source, study- 
ing them faces a fundamental difficulty: Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon 
were all outsiders of the ethné whose activities they related. These writers also 
adhered to certain literary conventions, shaped their source material to con- 
vey a sense of accuracy, and may have even added details to their narratives 
for the sake of realism.’ What we are left with in each case is a single, biased 
version of events reinforcing the writer’s broader historiographical aims. Mak- 
ing matters worse, Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon were also at pains 
to give the impression that encounters with upland Greeks unfolded exactly 
as written in their narratives. Furthermore, while these writers provide coher- 
ent narratives from the invaders’ perspectives, at times they are imprecise, 
they overlook key features of individual engagements, and they assume and 
assert a great deal about defending ethné. 

But instead of abandoning these seemingly hopeless narratives, the analy- 
sis below uses them as a framework for telling an entirely different version of 
events. Individual chapters question what an ancient writer could have known, 
what he may have withheld from his narrative, and how he shaped his source 
material. Then, drawing on archaeological, topographical, and ethnographic 
research, they show what the narrative sources failed to appreciate about the 
defensive capabilities of upland Greeks. To understand the dynamics of these 
encounters, the analysis takes into account a variety of perspectives from in- 
vaders and defenders alike. At times, the analysis focuses on “the eye of com- 
mand”; at others, on the grim view from below—but always in relation to the 
physical environment and the effects and limitations of ancient technology. 
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This method traces its roots to the ancient face of battle—that is, to stud- 
ies of morale and motivation, the use and effects of weapons, care of the 
wounded and dead, the physical circumstances of battle, and above all, the 
lived experiences of combatants.” Unlike past studies, however, this book treats 
the face of battle not as an end in itself, but as a foundation for inquiring into 
the social and political organization of the Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, 
and Arcadians circa 490-362. Since effective wide-participation fighting presup- 
poses good social and political organization, and effective wide-participation 
fighting is exactly what the subsequent chapters demonstrate, these encounters 
will reveal something even more significant about the social and political char- 
acter of upland Greeks. 


Key Terminology 


Following the work of Richard White and James Scott, this book uses the terms 
“upland” and “lowland” as heuristics for assessing interregional interaction and 
conflict among disparate polities.** In contrast to the upland peoples of Scott’s 
work, though, the upland ethné of the classical Greek world did not consti- 
tute stateless societies. On the contrary, Phocis, Aetolia, Acarnania, and Arca- 
dia circa 490-362 were combined political, cultural, and ethnic entities occupying 
a relatively distinct geographical space, much like modern nation-states. Yet 
scholars avoid referring to geographical ethné as nations or nation-states, for 
good reason. 

Unlike the city-state, the nation-state—with its centralized, bureaucratic 
structure—is generally regarded as a distinctively modern phenomenon.” Fur- 
thermore, with the possible exception of Athens, the evidence is simply insuf- 
ficient for building a strong case for ancient nation-statehood in the classical 
Greek world, and nowhere more so than among upland ethné.*” Making 
matters even more complicated, a variety of political communities combined 
and overlapped in Phocis, Aetolia, Acarnania, and Arcadia during the time in 
question. Consequently, no single translation of ethnos can accurately describe 
these polities.*° In light of this difficulty, and following the conventions of an- 
cient Greek scholarship, I will retain the use of ethnos and ethné throughout 
the book but detail in each case the political character of the ethnos under 
consideration. 

By the existence of a formal, federal government, I mean the formation of 
officially federated states (koina), a phenomenon generally associated with the 
fourth century or later.” Unfortunately, the Greeks never developed consis- 
tent or precise terms for federal institutions or federal states. In the past, this 
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terminological imprecision suggested to some that federal states did not exist 
in antiquity.’ Subsequent scholarship has since softened this view but has yet 
to settle on a precise definition of an ancient Greek federal state (koinon).*? The 
working definition for most is a formal union of self-governing states under 
the jurisdiction of a standing central power—that is, an elected council and 
representative assembly of citizens. In the case of Phocis circa 490, Aetolia circa 
426, Acarnania circa 389, and Arcadia circa 370, the extent to which formal 
federal states existed is debatable. For this reason, I use the term “confedera- 
tion” to distinguish between a formal federal state and a unified political en- 
tity that lacked a standing, stable central power.*° 

As for defensive strategy, I mean a standing ethnos-level plan that exploited 
known and developing advantages to repel potential invasions. Despite its roots 
in the Greek language, though, “strategy” is somewhat of an anachronistic 
term. In a modern context, strategy usually entails long-range planning and 
the development and allocation of a nation’s resources to achieve major ends. 
This would be a nation’s high or grand strategy.“ Furthermore, as Colin Gray 
has argued, present-day strategies always form part of an even broader pol- 
icy: “It is not possible to have a strategy without, ipso facto, having a policy 
end also.” As several studies have shown, ancient states clearly pursued stra- 
tegic aims, and in some cases even grand-strategic ones, as in imperial Rome 
and fifth- and fourth-century Athens.** Unfortunately, if the Greeks of upland 
ethné conducted this sort of thinking and planning, they left no direct evidence 
of it. 

Nevertheless, this book argues that the defenses of circa 490, 426, 389, and 
370 could not have been ad hoc, fortuitously successful responses to acute exter- 
nal threats. On the contrary, each encounter reveals an ethnos-wide capability of 
mobilizing and positioning personnel on short notice—often with the coopera- 
tion of civilian populations—and executing a sophisticated defensive action 
within the limits of their respective geographical realms. Put in Clausewitzian 
strategic terms, the Greeks of upland ethné were adept at using battle to achieve 
a desired end—the annihilation or driving off of an aggressive, invading army.** 
The amount of foresight and coordination required to achieve this end makes 
“defensive strategy” the best term for understanding the collective capabilities 
of classical upland ethné. 

For far too long, these collective capabilities have been underappreciated 
both in modern scholarship and in ancient historical narratives. Herodotus, 
Thucydides, and Xenophon give only the slightest indication that lowlanders 
were aware of the dangers inherent in invading an upland ethnos or even un- 
derstood the intricacy of the defenses they experienced. To date, modern 
scholarship has yet to find issue with their views, until now. 


CHAPTER 1 


The Phocian Chalk Raid 
of the Thessalian Camp Circa 490 


For most of the early Iron Age (ca. 1200-800), 
the Phocian ethnos comprised two distinct regions to the north and south of 
the Kephisos River. The northern region consisted of the Kephisos River Val- 
ley and eastern Phocis. The Phocians who lived in these areas were oriented 
more toward East Locris and Euboea and so resembled the Greeks of the cen- 
tral mainland in culture and politics. South of the Kephisos River was Mt. 
Parnassus and its coastal environs. The inhabitants of this southern region 
were involved less with the activities of the central mainland and more with 
the cultural and economic exchange of the Gulf of Corinth.’ 

Despite these differences, the Phocians of both regions shared a common 
ethnic identity that took shape between the Late Bronze Age and the eighth 
century.” Additionally, early in the eighth century, the Phocians established a 
network of sanctuaries that connected the northern and southern regions. This 
process intensified in the sixth century, mirroring developments in regional 
settlement patterns.’ As the sixth century progressed, the Phocians overcame 
their geographical barriers and began building a common Phocian polity. Some 
have even argued that during the last quarter of the sixth century, the Phocians 
formed a koinon or federal state, most likely in response to the threat posed by 
neighboring Thessaly.* The supposed evidence for this koinon is twofold: the 
minting of coins bearing the ethnic PHO- or PHOKI [KON], and the building of 
what appears to be a common meeting house called the Phokikon.’ 
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The problem, though, is that neither form of evidence fulfills the basic cri- 
teria for a federal state, namely, a formal union of self-governing states under 
the jurisdiction of a central power.® As several studies have shown, political 
communities minted coins for a variety of reasons in the Archaic and classical 
Greek world.’ In this case, Williams has suggested that the Phocians minted 
coins primarily to celebrate their newly won independence from Thessaly.’ Al- 
though the Phocian ethnos had become more unified by the end of the sixth 
century, coinage by itself does prove the existence of a formal council, assem- 
bly, and legal system with officials and a federal army requiring pay. 

Furthermore, the exact location, date, and function of the original Phokikon 
are all contentious. Much of the debate surrounds the relationship between 
the later Phokikon that Pausanias described in the second century CE and the 
late Archaic or early classical building approximately one kilometer to the 
north.’ The Phocians certainly could have established a common meeting hall 
around the turn of the fifth century, yet we have no clear evidence that this 
building housed a standing, federal government. 

At the very least, though, standardized coinage and the building of the 
Phokikon provide good evidence for increased ethnos-wide unity during the 
late Archaic and early classical periods. By this time, the Phocians had indeed 
become an ethnically distinct political entity. If they had yet to establish for- 
mal federal institutions, they unquestionably had formed a loose confedera- 
tion of independent poleis.” In the following, I will refer to the Phocians’ 
confederacy simply as the Phocian ethnos and will focus on a major issue that 
all such polities had to deal with in the ancient world: defense. 

Although nearly all Phocian defensive activity circa 525-475 was docu- 
mented in later sources, Herodotus (8.27—-28) preserves one significant excep- 
tion: the defense of circa 490. According to his account, early in the fifth century 
the Thessalians and their allies invaded Phocis. In response, the Phocians with- 
drew to Mt. Parnassus, but the Thessalians did not relent. Effectively besieged, 
the Phocians waited until dark, covered their bodies and equipment with chalk, 
raided the Thessalian camp, and killed a large number of their adversaries. 

This peculiar incident—the Phocian Chalk Raid of the Thessalian Camp— 
is the subject of the present chapter. It is the earliest joint action of the Pho- 
cian ethnos documented in a contemporary source, and as I will argue, the 
most illustrative example of the Phocians’ collective capabilities during the late 
Archaic and early classical periods. 

By focusing on the Chalk Raid, this chapter reconstructs a historiographi- 
cally marginalized, violent encounter that involved some of the most unusual 
military tactics ever employed between Greeks. In all of Greek history, there 
is no other incident quite like the Chalk Raid; the encounter defies virtually 
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every established convention of classical Greek warfare. Based on this recon- 
struction, the chapter argues that before the actual invasion of circa 490, the 
Phocians formulated an ethnos-level defensive strategy to guard against large- 
scale invasions and did so without the direction of a federal government. 


Past Approaches and Sources 


Studies of late Archaic and early classical Phocian history have yet to give the 
Chalk Raid serious consideration; the incident is even absent from some com- 
pendiums of ancient battles.'' For the most part, scholarship from the Pho- 
cian perspective views the Chalk Raid primarily as an unplanned, almost 
miraculous triumph against all odds, as did the ancient writers who docu- 
mented the incident. For example, as Roderick Williams notes, “Herodotus 
(viii. 27) records that in the last campaign between [Phocis and Thessaly]... 
the Phokians were forced back into a narrow position on Mount Parnassos 
and were only saved by a trick devised by their seer Tellias.”'” 

Part of the reason for this view could be that no extant writer considered 
the Chalk Raid particularly significant. In addition, as Pierre Ellinger has shown, 
the Chalk Raid became part of the Phocians’ “national legend” (or “saga”) that 
preserved and exploited memories of collective triumph in extreme situa- 
tions.” Subsequent generations of Phocians adapted these memories to fit 
their own historical circumstances to reinforce their ongoing project of self- 
fashioning. The Chalk Raid became part of this national legend, but the en- 
counter itself was not legendary. 

We know this because the Phocians set aside a tenth of their profits from 
their victory over the Thessalians to fund “the large statues standing together 
around the tripod in front of the temple at Delphi and another set like these 
at Abae [in east Phocis].”’* These same bronze statues of Herakles struggling 
with Apollo along with their accompanying inscription may have even been 
standing at Delphi in Pausanias’s day, but it is difficult to say; the potentially 
extant fragments of the monument appear to date to the late fourth or early 
third century.” Be that as it may, Herodotus circa 450 could still speak of the 
statues at Delphi as a matter of fact, and a fifth-century author was quite un- 
likely to invent the existence of a highly conspicuous monument at a high- 
traffic, Panhellenic sanctuary. Furthermore, unlike the set at Abae, the Persians 
were unable to plunder those at Delphi during the invasion of 480, so Herodo- 
tus likely saw the monument for himself.'° 

Furthermore, the monument at Delphi suggests that the victory meant a 
great deal to late Archaic and early classical Phocians. Yet aside from investigating 
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questions of later self-fashioning, past scholarship has virtually neglected the 
greater significance of the Chalk Raid. As a result, the defensive capabilities of 
the Phocians circa 490 remain unclear, and we are left with a series of questions 
about the character of the Phocian ethnos during the time in question. 

First, since there is every indication that Thessalian aggression was a constant 
for the Phocians during the late Archaic and early classical periods, why do we see 
a seemingly ad hoc approach to defense if the Phocians had all of the resources 
needed for a more formidable system? Or did the Phocians have such resources? 

Similarly, past treatments of the Chalk Raid portray the Thessalians as ag- 
gressive and well organized, and the Phocians as just the opposite. Will a care- 
ful analysis of the Phocians’ success support such a view? For that matter, 
how and why were the Phocians successful in the face of the large-scale inva- 
sion circa 490? As anumber of studies have shown, the Phocians’ relationship 
to the land played a critical role in their collective development as an ethnos. 
Did the physical geography of the region shape their defensive methods? And 
why did an upland ethnos seemingly lack a light-infantry capability? 

The analysis below seeks to answer these questions, but before doing so, 
we must consider the Chalk Raid’s three narrative sources. The first is Herodo- 
tus, the sole contemporary source. Herodotus’s sources of information and 
historical reliability remain controversial, especially regarding non-Greek af- 
fairs and events of the sixth century, yet his account of the Chalk Raid is less 
problematic.” First, unlike with many earlier events, Herodotus could have 
spoken with people who actually experienced the Chalk Raid, although if he 
did, these individuals were probably Phocian.'* In addition, Herodotus gives 
little more than an outline of the encounter, and this outline is corroborated 
by the Phocians’ dedication at Delphi. 

More important, Herodotus has very little interest in the Chalk Raid per se. 
That is, from his perspective, the incident does not illustrate anything particu- 
larly profound about the Phocians, and Herodotus includes it in his writings 
only as an example of the hostilities between Thessalians and Phocians circa 
480. According to Herodotus, those hostilities were the reason that the Pho- 
cians’ sided with the Greeks during Xerxes’ invasion: “The Phocians were the 
only Greeks in the central mainland that were not collaborating with the Per- 
sians, and as far as I can tell, this was only because they hated the Thessalians. 
In other words, had the Thessalians sided with the Greeks, I think the Phocians 
would have collaborated with the Persians.” In sum, Herodotus’s bare-bones 
account of the Chalk Raid provides a reliable foundation on which to base fur- 
ther analysis. 

The other two sources are much later and much less reliable. Pausanias and 
Polyaenus wrote approximately six centuries after the encounter took place. 
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Polyaenus documented the Chalk Raid as a “miscellaneous” stratagem, and 
he seems to have drawn primarily from Herodotus. The content of Polyae- 
nus’s account and Herodotus’s narrative is the same, but as was his practice, 
Polyaenus reworked some of Herodotus’s language to convey a sense of hav- 
ing done original research. Polyaenus also includes a few minor details that 
are absent from Herodotus’s narrative, which may have been based on a sepa- 
rate source.” 

In contrast, Pausanias’s account is clearly based on a tradition that diverged 
from Herodotus. The structural features of the encounter are the same—the 
Thessalians invaded Phocis early in the fifth century, and in response, the Pho- 
cians pulled off their peculiar night attack—but the language of Pausanias’s 
account differs both from Herodotus’s and Polyaenus’s in a number of key in- 
stances. Furthermore, Pausanias “is told” that the Chalk Raid occurred on 
the limits of Phocian territory, not on Mt. Parnassus as in Herodotus. Finally, 
in Pausanias’s account, five hundred Phocians took part in the raid; the Pho- 
cians number six hundred in Herodotus’s version.” 

Like Herodotus, Pausanias provides only an outline of the Chalk Raid and 
attaches no broader significance to the incident. For Pausanias, the Chalk Raid 
is one of several collective achievements that the Phocians pulled off since their 
involvement in the Trojan War, and this is the only reason that he includes 
the Chalk Raid in his introductory sketch of Phocian history. 

In light of these differences, the analysis below attempts to reconcile the 
Chalk Raid’s three narrative sources while also evaluating how the physical 
geography and built environment of Phocis both limited and enabled the ac- 
tivities of Phocians and Thessalians alike. To achieve this end, the reconstruc- 
tion integrates the insights of archaeological and topographical research into 
the analysis of the three narrative sources to cast new light on the Chalk Raid 
and its greater significance. With that, we turn to the encounter itself. 


The Raid 


“Only a few years before Xerxes’ expedition.” So begins Herodotus’s account 
of the Phocian Chalk Raid of the Thessalian camp. Here, as elsewhere, Herodo- 
tus withholds the specifics, but based on this otherwise imprecise remark, we 
know that the incident occurred during the first or second decade of the fifth 
century.” Less clear, however, are the circumstances that led the Thessalians 
and their allies to attack the Phocians circa 490.” 

“The Thessalians and their allies invaded with a full levy,” says Herodo- 
tus, implying a large-scale invasion. Yet no ancient writer documented the 
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approximate size of the invading army, or even a motive for the Thessalians’ 
aggression. It could be that the Thessalians were out to avenge a defeat suf- 
fered during the Phocian revolt circa 510, the incident that gave rise to the 
expression “Phocian Desperation.”” Faced with a Thessalian invasion, the Pho- 
cians assembled all of their women and children and agreed that if the men 
lost the impending battle with the Thessalians, the rest would commit suicide 
by fire. Fortunately for the Phocians, the men won. But if this tale of despera- 
tion led to the invasion of circa 490, why did it take the Thessalians approxi- 
mately two decades to respond? No later writer makes a connection between 
the two incidents, and Herodotus does not even mention the revolt. 

For that matter, no ancient source explains why the Thessalians launched 
a large-scale invasion circa 490 when they could have harmed a number of Pho- 
cians north of the Kephisos River by raiding their settlements on horseback.” 
In fact, one such raid during the time in question led to a disaster for the Thes- 
salians and may have even prompted the invasion circa 490. Near the town of 
Hyampolis, the Phocians had dug a large ditch, filled it with empty ampho- 
rae, and concealed the trap with loose dirt and natural vegetation to blend in 
with the surrounding surface. This stratagem devastated a sizeable contingent 
of Thessalian raiders who, unaware, rode their horses into the ditch, break- 
ing the animals’ legs.” The Thessalians, Herodotus says, were still smarting 
over this loss at the time of Xerxes’ invasion.”* 

Unfortunately, the ancient sources disagree on the exact chronology of 
events. Pausanias says the Amphorae Trap caused the Thessalian invasion of 
circa 510, while Herodotus suggests that the Amphorae Trap took place only 
a few years before Xerxes’ expedition. Yet neither writer makes a connection 
between the Amphorae Trap and the invasion of circa 490. In Pausanias’s nar- 
rative, the Chalk Raid bears no discernable relationship with any other event 
in Phocian history. In Herodotus, the Amphorae Trap and Chalk Raid com- 
plement each other, but not because one led to the other; rather, the Chalk 
Raid explains how the Phocians once devastated the Thessalians’ infantry, and 
the Amphora Trap explains how they harmed the Thessalians’ cavalry.” Fur- 
thermore, neither writer questions why the Thessalians and their allies invaded 
“Parnassus” if the Thessalians sought to repay the Hyampolitans who inhab- 
ited the eastern lowlands of Phocis on the other side of the Kephisos River 
(map 2). We will return to this. 

The large-scale invasion and subsequent Chalk Raid circa 490 stand alone 
as comprising one of the more violent encounters between Thessalians and 
Phocians during the late sixth and early fifth centuries, but there likely was 
much more to the story.” After all, the Thessalians circa 490 seemed less con- 
cerned with seizing or destroying Phocian territory and more intent on cap- 
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Gulf of Corinth 


Map 2. The Phocian Chalk Raid of the Thessalian Camp (ca. 490). Created by D. Matthew Buell. 


turing or killing actual Phocians. For now, the Thessalians’ primary motive 
must remain speculative. 

Less speculative is the route taken by the invading army. For over a decade, 
archaeologists of the Phokis-Doris Expedition investigated routes of communi- 
cation between the northern and southern Greek mainland. They concluded 
that the modern-day Dhema Gap, or “the Pass through Trachis” as it was known 
in antiquity, was the most likely route taken by the invaders into Phocian terri- 
tory.?' The Dhema Gap provided the northern access point to what the Phokis- 
Doris Expedition deemed the Great Isthmus Corridor Route. The Isthmus 
Corridor offered the most traversable route into central Greece from the north 
for a major cavalry force—presumed from the Thessalians’ involvement in the 
incident—or an army with an extensive baggage train. In fact, the settlement of 
Trachis may have been where the allies of the Thessalians assembled. 

Pausanias suggests as much when he notes that the Chalk Raid took place 
“when the armies were encamped across from each other near the pass into 
Phocis.”*? Presumably, he means the main pass into the upper Kephisos Val- 
ley, as opposed to the passes in the east that led primarily into the central main- 
land beyond Phocian territory. Kleonai, for instance, was the site of another 
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entrance into Phocis north of the Kephisos River. This was where the revolt- 
ing Phocians defeated the Thessalians circa 510. However, most Phocian ter- 
ritory during the time in question was south of the river. The Thessalians and 
their allies could have invaded from the east, but they would have then had to 
march back toward the northern Kephisos Valley, since Tithronion was the 
only suitable crossing site connected to the Parnassus region.” 

Among the Thessalians’ allies, the Euboeans, Dorians, Opuntian (or East) 
Locrians, and even Boeotians could have contributed individual contingents.’ 
The latter three shared borders with the Phocians, as did the Thessalians to a 
lesser extent. For the invaders, then, there would have been no hiding the in- 
vasion, unless the Phocians were somehow oblivious to the activities of their 
aggressive neighbors. 

Yet no ancient narrative mentions any subdivisions of the Phocian ethnos. 
We hear only of “the Phocians,” and this may have been all that an inquiring 
outsider could have learned during the fifth century.*? “The Phocians” does 
not necessarily mean that the entire Phocian ethnos gathered in defense, but 
it does suggest that the Thessalians were targeting more than just a few Pho- 
cian poleis. If so, the Phocians needed to coordinate their efforts across the 
entire ethnos if they hoped to repel the Thessalian-led invasion. Even with 
some advance notice, the Phocians still had to act on relatively short notice, 
especially those in the upper Kephisos River Valley closest to Trachis. Phocian 
poleis in that region were too small to offer any significant resistance on their 
own—hence the proliferation of defensible mountain refuges within close 
proximity to these settlements.’ 

One such refuge could have been the site of the Chalk Raid. Herodotus 
says the Phocians “were forced into a narrow space on Parnassus,” and Poly- 
aenus corroborates Herodotus’s account by noting that the Phocians were 
“shut in by the Thessalians on Parnassus.”?” Both suggest that the Pho- 
cians were besieged in some sense.** Herodotus also reports that during the 
Thessalian-led Persian invasion of Phocis in 480, a number of Phocians climbed 
Parnassus to an isolated peak known as Tithorea, a haven suitable for a large 
number of people.’ 

If the Thessalians and their allies followed the same route into Phocis as 
the Persians, as the Phokis-Doris Expedition suggests, Tithorea would have 
been the most accessible and accommodating mountain sanctuary for the Pho- 
cians who lived north of the Kephisos River and for those who inhabited the 
northern foothills of Parnassus.*° No other site could have supported and pro- 
tected such a large number of Phocians. 

But what of Pausanias’s claim that the incident took place “near the pass 
into Phocis”? It is difficult to reconcile this remark with Herodotus’s version. 
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The simple solution in instances of disagreement between a fifth-century ac- 
count and one written approximately six centuries after the fact would be to 
rely on the testimony of a writer who could have spoken with the individuals 
involved in the incident. That is reasonable enough, but Pausanias’s version is 
suspect for different reasons. 

First, consider how flattering Pausanias’s account of the Chalk Raid is from 
the Phocian perspective. Instead of whole populations of Phocians abandon- 
ing their settlements, a Phocian army assembles and then repels the invading 
force at the very entrance into the region: no violation of Phocian territory, 
no hasty retreat to the mountains. This sounds too much like a competing ver- 
sion of the incident that the later Phocians adapted to their own national 
legend.* But there is a more practical problem with Pausanias’s account: the 
source of the Phocians’ chalk. 

I will discuss the particulars of the raid in a moment, but we must first con- 
sider where hundreds of Phocians could have found enough chalk to cover 
their bodies and equipment. If the Phocians were on Parnassus, as Herodo- 
tus claims, then the answer is simple: anywhere. The mountain itself is made 
of gray to gray-white compact limestone that was quarried extensively in an- 
tiquity. Importantly, the limestone from Parnassus is rich in white calcite, 
meaning that every outcropping of limestone offered a potential source of 
chalk for the Phocians; the sedimentary rock can be pulverized relatively eas- 
ily and mixed with water to form a white to light-gray adhesive paste.” Of 
course, there could have been limestone exposed in “the pass into Phocis,” as- 
suming this is the Dhema Gap, but “near the pass” in Phocian territory, there 
is nothing to compare with the massive outcroppings characteristic of Parnas- 
sus.” It is “on Parnassus,” then, that we locate the Chalk Raid.** 

Again, in light of the Phocians’ response to the Persian invasion in 480, the 
only place to look is the mountain refuge of Tithorea just above the town of 
Neon.” The deep ravine of the Kachales River and a sheer rock face protected 
Tithorea in every direction except toward the west, the direction from which 
the Thessalians and their allies would have invaded Parnassus.** Just as the an- 
cient narratives suggest, with the Thessalians and their allies occupying the 
town of Neon only a short distance below, the Phocians were indeed “cooped 
up” and “shut in” on Parnassus with seemingly little hope of escape. 

But why would the Phocians put themselves in such a situation? One ex- 
planation is that they assumed the Thessalians and their allies were only out 
to plunder and destroy Phocian settlements, as the Persians would do only a 
few years later.” The Phocians may have expected the invaders to continue 
toward the east and south once they had devastated Neon. And maybe that 
was the Thessalians’ plan until they noticed that they had cornered a large 
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number of Phocians. Then again, the Thessalians may have finally had the real 
object of their invasion in reach: “to spare no men of fighting age and sell the 
women and children as slaves.”“* That is, they intentionally drove the Phocians 
into a tight spot. 

But there is another possibility. What no ancient narrative mentions is that 
the confined space around Tithorea neutralized the aggressors’ numerical ad- 
vantage and, significantly, prevented the Thessalians from employing their 
cavalry against the defenders. In this light, it is more likely that the Phocians 
deliberately abandoned their settlements. If pressed to fight at Tithorea, they 
could do so on a relatively level playing field, so to speak, and even with a few 
key advantages. 

From an outsider’s perspective, the Phocians appeared to be in a desperate 
situation once again. According to Herodotus, a foreign seer, Tellias of Elis, 
solved the Phocians’ problem: “He had 600 of the best Phocians chalk their 
bodies and equipment and set them upon the Thessalians at night, ordering 
them to kill whomever they saw who was not whitened.” As elsewhere in 
Herodotus’s work, the literary topos of the seer should give pause.” Perhaps 
a foreign seer actually contrived the stratagem. Perhaps we should consider 
other factors. 

Above all, night activity of this nature was not unprecedented in Phocian 
history, even during the time in question, but the evidence comes only from 
Pausanias. During the Phocian revolt, three hundred Phocians under the com- 
mand of a certain Gelon allegedly went at night to gather intelligence on an 
invading Thessalian army but were caught and annihilated by a number of 
Thessalian cavalrymen.”’ This encounter occurred at Kleonai, an ideal arena 
for cavalry, much unlike Parnassus. Incidentally, no ancient account of the Pho- 
cian Chalk Raid mentions Thessalian cavalry, and as noted above, Herodotus 
emphasizes instead that on this occasion the Phocians routed the Thessalians’ 
army.” 

In addition, as one commentator has observed, the incident does have a 
“faintly ritual or magical quality” to it: the Titans also plastered their faces be- 
fore destroying Dionysus, and as Plutarch observes, early comic performers 
lacking masks instead chalked (or “plastered”) their faces.” That a seer alleg- 
edly prescribed the chalking of the Phocians’ bodies and equipment would 
seem to support a quasi-religious interpretation of the nighttime raid. We 
could even consider a mythical interpretation. The opportunistic incursion of 
Odysseus and Diomedes into the Trojan camp comes to mind, although the 
Phocian Chalk Raid was far less furtive and on a much larger scale.”* 

In comparison, a series of more mundane considerations offers an entirely 
different perspective. As Thucydides observed, in nighttime conditions, even 
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with decent moonlight, combatants at best could only distinguish the outline 
of figures. But crucially, they still could not be sure if these figures belonged 
to their own side. The hesitancy and confusion inherent to this situation con- 
tributed to the Athenian disaster at Epipolae in 413, “where there were great 
numbers of hoplites on both sides moving around in a small area.””’ The only 
way the Athenians could recognize each other was by asking for a watchword; 
this was no easy task, since their opponents, the Syracusans, were communi- 
cating via loud shouts. 

At Tithorea, not only did chalking solve the problem of identification for the 
Phocians, but it also eliminated the need to communicate verbally. For this to 
work, each Phocian had to chalk not only his skin and weapons but other equip- 
ment that was less susceptible to perspiration. According to Herodotus, this is 
exactly what the Phocians did. Properly whitened, the Phocians could distin- 
guish their enemies from every direction and angle—behind and front, left and 
right, whether looking up or down.” No chalk, no questions asked. Yet chalking 
inevitably worked both ways, and the whitened Phocians undoubtedly made 
themselves clearer targets.” So why risk a chalk raid? Because surprise greatly 
enhanced the tactical advantages that Tithorea offered the defenders. A conven- 
tional engagement during the day was a possibility, but it would have been far 
riskier, especially as the Phocians were likely outnumbered. 

According to Herodotus, the Thessalians and their allies invaded “with a 
full levy.” Herodotus may have meant a full levy of Thessalians combined with 
a full levy of allies, that is, the largest force possible. Then again, “a full levy” 
may have consisted of a contingent of Thessalians combined with various con- 
tingents of allies. “Full,” in this sense, would convey that all of the Thes- 
salians’ allies participated. In a less technical sense, “a full levy” may have meant 
“a really large force,” larger than preceding ones. The Phocians ended up kill- 
ing about 4,000 of the invaders, so assuming that this number represents ap- 
proximately 25 to 50 percent of the invading army—a generous estimate from 
the Phocian perspective—it is possible that approximately 8,000 to 16,000 of 
the Thessalians and their allies invaded Phocis circa 490." On Tithorea, only 
a portion of this force would have been able to face the Phocians at any given 
time, but with such a substantial reserve of combatants, the invaders could 
eventually wear down the smaller defending force. 

As for the Phocians, Herodotus and Pausanias disagree about the number 
involved in the incident. Herodotus says six hundred of the “best” Phocians 
executed the Chalk Raid, while Pausanias says it was five hundred “picked 
men.”” The figure of 1,000 Phocian hoplites appears elsewhere in Herodo- 
tus’s history, so Pausanias’s five hundred would represent half of the usual 
number, assuming the “best” were armed as hoplites.© 
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Even more important, a selection of five hundred to six hundred raiders 
means that an even greater number of Phocians participated indirectly in the 
Chalk Raid—anywhere from 1,000 to 2,000 total, including nonhoplites. Since 
no single Phocian community could have organized a raid force in such num- 
bers, the Phocians must have coordinated their defensive efforts as an ethnos 
against the invading army.°! 

In addition to the combatants at Tithorea, there likely was a sizeable civil- 
ian population present. It made no sense for Phocian civilians to remain in the 
settlements through which the Thessalians and their allies were about to march 
on their way up Parnassus. It is even possible that the Phocians moved their 
women and children to the mountain haven, went to meet the Thessalians at 
the pass into Phocis, but then retreated to Tithorea when they saw the size of 
the invading army. Interestingly, the 1,000 Phocian hoplites at Thermopylae 
who volunteered to protect the Anopaia Path did just that: surprised by the 
Persians and assailed by arrows, they fled to the peak of a nearby mountain 
and made preparations for battle there.” 

A more likely possibility, though, is that the Phocians collectively moved 
to Tithorea as they did during the Persian invasion, preferably to wait out the 
storm but ready to defend themselves if necessary. In this case, once the Pho- 
cians realized that they were under siege, they prepared to fight. There was 
no shortage of resources at Tithorea. The Phocians had a considerable fight- 
ing force at their disposal, and the massive amount of exposed limestone from 
the rock faces protecting the refuge provided an ideal source of chalk. 

The five hundred to six hundred raiders with their arms and equipment rep- 
resented the most able-bodied of the Phocian hoplites; they provided the 
bodily strength and equipment required for the task at hand. Nonraiders and 
noncombatants also could have helped by pulverizing limestone and applying 
the chalky paste to the skin, garments, weapons, and equipment of the raid- 
ers. In addition to a spear and short sword, the Phocians would have carried 
their shields, breastplates (whether of metal, leather, or linen), and some form 
of headgear, although not necessarily a full-faced metal helmet.” Any more 
equipment would have hindered their speed and mobility. 

According to both Pausanias and Polyaenus, the Phocians waited until they 
had a full moon to attack.** Some moonlight would have been necessary to re- 
flect off of the chalk and provide enough of a contrast for the raiders to see, but 
not necessarily the light of a full moon. Although absent from Herodotus’s ac- 
count, this detail regarding moonlight suggests a sense of timing on the part of 
the Phocians that was necessary for a successful raid. That is, in addition to a 
competent raid force, the Phocians needed the right conditions for their attack 
to work; in particular, a relatively clear sky with sufficient moonlight. 
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We must also assume some degree of organization within the raid force, 
at least in pairs, given the number of individuals involved.® The success of 
the raid depended fundamentally on surprise and speed, and this is part of the 
reason that the Phocians limited the number of raiders. Their goal, it seems, 
was to kill as many Thessalians as possible and as quickly as possible. The raid 
also needed to be decisive. If unsuccessful, the attack surely would have 
prompted an assault of Tithorea, and the remaining Phocians would have been 
without their best fighters. 

All of this suggests that what the Phocians executed on Parnassus circa 490 
was far from some harassing, “ritual” raid. It was equally unlikely that some 
hastily chalked up, unorganized mob of hoplites charged downhill at night into 
the Thessalian camp. Fighting for their survival, the Phocians were far more 
deliberate and cunning than that. 

Once again, chalking eliminated the need for the raiders to communicate ver- 
bally; this is especially important, since all accounts agree with Herodotus that as 
the Phocians descended upon their invaders, “the Thessalian sentries who saw 
them first were terrified and thought something supernatural was happening.” 
The sight of the whitened warriors certainly would have appeared strange on the 
mythologically charged peaks of Parnassus, even if the Phocians were not gleam- 
ing from head to toe as Pausanias suggests. But the appearance of the Phocians 
would have been positively unnerving if combined with a silent advance, that is, 
with little indication that the whitened figures were mortal beings. 

Yet the natural rattling of Phocians’ arms and armor still would have been 
audible. This only would have added to the sentries’ confusion. In fact, accord- 
ing to Polyaenus, a few of the Thessalians supposed that they were being at- 
tacked not by phantom soldiers but by Phocian reinforcements.®’ Then again, 
there is a hint of revisionism in this qualification, almost as if Polyaenus (or 
his source) wanted to emphasize that not all of the Thessalian sentries fell apart 
so easily at the sight of the attacking Phocians.® Startled and confused, the 
sentries still needed to alert the rest of the camp, and here the fortunes of the 
Phocians’ were about to turn. 

“After the sentries [were spooked], so was the invading army itself,” writes 
Herodotus.” The stationing of sentries indicates that the Thessalians were on 
guard against the Phocians and at least felt the need to monitor their night- 
time activities, possibly recalling the Phocians’ nighttime activities from pre- 
vious encounters. The Thessalians and their allies should not have been 
surprised if the sentries raised an alarm according to procedure. But that was 
not what happened. 

The chalked Phocians terrified the sentries, who then stirred up the rest of 
the army with what must have been a disturbing report. The sentries’ flight 
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into the camp only would have led to further confusion as the Phocians de- 
scended upon the camp. And so what started as a raid became a rout, and a 
vicious one at that. 

The Phocians may have caught and killed some of the sentries; we have no 
idea of the number of sentries posted around Tithorea, or of how they were 
armed, but enough of them escaped the Phocians’ initial advance to “inform” 
the rest of the army. Within the confines of the camp, that is, in and around 
Neon, the Phocians would have encountered a mass of alarmed and confused 
individuals who, partially armed, were likely disorganized, scrambling, and still 
trying to make sense of the situation. In fact, “battle” or even “rout” may be 
too euphemistic for what ensued. According to Herodotus, the Thessalians and 
their allies “were defeated by the Phocians and treated savagely,” or in Pausa- 
nias’s words, the Phocians slaughtered the Thessalians, implying that the Pho- 
cians killed armed and unarmed alike.” 

Well protected, working in teams, easily distinguished from their enemies, 
the chalked Phocians capitalized on their now enhanced advantage of surprise. 
The Phocians may have supposed that the chalking would terrify the invad- 
ers, but they could not have depended on this effect for the success of the raid.” 
Chalking was in fact a practical solution to a pressing issue: the raid was a 
matter of survival for the Phocians, at least in the short term. But if some sort 
of collective survival instinct accounts for the viciousness of the Phocians’ 
treatment of the Thessalians, it does so only in part. 

We need to consider an additional factor: the Chalk Raid could have been the 
Phocians’ only opportunity to kill such a large number of their menacing neigh- 
bors without any legal, political, or religious scruples. This may have weighed 
on the minds of Phocian leaders and heightened the Phocians’ sense of urgency 
as they pressed their attack. Given the equipment at hand, the slaughter would 
have consisted of the Phocians thrusting their leaf-shaped spear blades into the 
chest cavities, necks, and faces of the invaders, hacking the limbs of the wounded 
and unarmed with swords, and dropping spear butts onto the heads of those 
lying on the ground.” 

“In the end the Phocians took possession of about 4,000 bodies and shields,” 
says Herodotus.” If this number is reasonably accurate, the ratio of Thessalian 
causalities to Phocian raiders was seven to one. This means that the raid and 
ensuing slaughter may have taken approximately an hour or two and most 
likely was confined to hours of darkness. It is unlikely that the Phocians pur- 
sued the fleeing invaders down mountain paths at night; instead, it seems that 
they concentrated their efforts on the camp itself to eliminate those unfortu- 
nate enough not to have escaped. In this way, the Phocians took possession of 
the Thessalian dead not because they refused to honor a universal Hellenic 
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convention, but because all of the survivors had fled Parnassus. Indeed, for 
the Thessalians, the encounter could have been nothing short of a “trauma.””* 

But why does Herodotus (or his source) specify that the Phocians seized 
both the corpses and the shields? Is it to emphasize that the Phocians actually 
killed 4,000 invaders and did not merely collect 4,000 discarded shields, or to 
imply that the Phocians fought honorably, at least to a certain extent—that is, 
that they did not slaughter half-asleep and half-armed or unarmed men strug- 
gling to disentangle themselves from each other and their equipment and bed- 
ding? Both are possibilities. 

Herodotus also states that the Phocians immediately dedicated 2,000 of the 
shields at Abae, the Phocian sanctuary close to Hyampolis, and the rest at Del- 
phi.” The dedication at Delphi speaks to a growing national identity among 
Phocians, and the one at Abae far from the site of the incident reinforces fur- 
ther the view that the successful defense circa 490 required coordination and 
cooperation across the Phocian ethnos. 

Then again, the Delphians may have refused all 4,000 shields, and the sanc- 
tuary at Abae may have had limited space. True, the Phocians had every rea- 
son to advertise their victory to the rest of the Greek world, but in more 
practical terms, they may also have needed to spread their load of gore-spattered 
memorials across the region, as no single sanctuary could accommodate such 
a mass of equipment. At any rate, the 2,000 shields at Abae—and presumably 
the other spoils taken from the Thessalians and their allies—certainly would 
have furnished the Phocians with a substantial reserve of equipment for any 
future emergencies.”° 


Aftermath 


In 480, approximately five to ten years after the Chalk Raid, 1,000 Phocian hop- 
lites joined the Greeks defending Thermopylae. Shortly thereafter the Thes- 
salians led the Persians through Phocis, pillaging and destroying settlements 
and sanctuaries. Then in 479 another Phocian contingent of 1,000 hoplites led 
by Harmocydes had to fight beside the Thessalians for Mardonius at Plataea. 
Allegedly, the Phocians had to do so “under compulsion and against their 
will.””” 

Herodotus, or his source for this incident, is quick to add that not all of the 
Phocians were collaborating with the Persians in 479. Some had taken refuge 
on Parnassus and were using the mountain as a base from which to raid and 
harass Mardonius’s army in Boeotia.” By Pausanias’s day, the Phocians had 
actually deserted Mardonius and fought with the Greeks allied against the 
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Persians—yet another example of a competing, national version of Phocian 
history preserved in later sources.” 

Despite these disagreements, Herodotus and later writers agree that the 
Chalk Raid circa 490 effectively ended Thessalian aggression against the Pho- 
cians for the rest of the fifth century. After Xerxes’ invasion, the next serious 
threat to the Phocian ethnos would materialize in the middle of the fourth 
century in the form of the Third Sacred War.*° Yet if the success of the Pho- 
cians during the early decades of the fifth century is clear enough, less so is 
the exact nature of their defensive capabilities and its greater significance. 


Analysis 


At first glance, the Chalk Raid appears to permit a range of interpretations. 
According to the conventional view of the incident, one could attribute the 
Phocians’ success primarily to a foreign seer. By this view, the Phocians lacked 
a coherent defensive capability, aside from flocking to the mountains and hop- 
ing for the best. 

But there are a few problems with this interpretation, starting with the size 
of the Phocian raid force. The Phocians selected five hundred to six hundred 
of their best fighters to raid the Thessalian camp, so we can assume that even 
more hoplites were ready at Tithorea, perhaps 1,000 or more. A thousand Pho- 
cian hoplites appear elsewhere in Herodotus’s history as the rough total of 
what individual Phocian poleis could contribute for a joint action. Since this 
fighting force represented a number of Phocian communities, the same mech- 
anism that brought together 1,000 hoplites circa 480-479 must also have been 
in effect circa 490. Interestingly, this same mechanism may have survived into 
the fourth century. In reference to events circa 371, Xenophon referred to it as 
the Phocians’ ability to bring together fighting forces “from all quarters.”*! 

Mobilizing such a force circa 490 would have required a high level of organ- 
ization and communication across the Phocian ethnos, and as the Chalk Raid 
shows, this was fully within the Phocians’ capabilities. The Chalk Raid also 
reveals that the Phocians had formulated a defensive strategy to guard against 
potential invasions. This strategy ran along the following lines. First, the Pho- 
cians of the Kephisos River Valley and eastern Phocis were to abandon their 
settlements, move inland, and notify the Phocians of Parnassus and its envi- 
rons. Collectively, the Phocians would then converge at Tithorea—a centrally 
located, naturally defensible site—and prepare to fight. This was the same strat- 
egy that the Phocians enacted in response to the Persian invasion of 480, but 
on that occasion there was no fighting on Parnassus. Additionally, Herodotus 
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mentions that some Phocians moved to nearby Amphissa in West Locris since 
Tithorea could not accommodate the entire ethnos; the Phocians may have 
done the same in response to the invasion circa 490.*" From an outsider’s per- 
spective, enacting this strategy may not have appeared particularly impressive, 
but as the Thessalians learned, the Phocians’ defensive capabilities were far 
from ineffective. 

In fact, if the Phocians had not developed such a defensive strategy and in- 
stead were only fortuitously successful against the Thessalians and their al- 
lies, we are faced with a curious series of coincidences. First, faced with a 
large-scale invasion threatening their very existence, all of the Phocians who 
inhabited the more vulnerable settlements north of the Kephisos River man- 
aged to flee inland in advance of the invading army. The escapees then ended 
up at the most defensible site on Parnassus where other Phocians joined them 
before the invading force arrived at Neon. Furthermore, by chance, at least 
1,000 fully equipped hoplites were included in this group. The cliffs surround- 
ing Tithorea also happened to provide an ideal source of calcite-rich lime- 
stone that the Phocians could use for a nighttime raid. There were also 
competent enough individuals at hand to organize and execute such a raid— 
whether a foreign adviser, Harmocydes, or some other anonymous Phocians— 
and all of this happened to come together in extremis. 

A far more likely interpretation is that by circa 490 the Phocians had fully 
appreciated the threats that surrounded them in the central mainland and had 
taken steps to defend themselves should the need ever arise. Recall that in 
Herodotus’s account, the Chalk Raid was only the latest of a series of “wound- 
ings” that the Thessalians had suffered at the hands of the Phocians, implying 
that a number of limited-scale incidents starting circa 510 culminated in the 
invasion circa 490. Although the details of this protracted conflict are hazy, the 
Phocians of the late Archaic and early classical period unquestionably lived 
with the threat of invasion. If their powerful and aggressive neighbors to the 
north ever wanted to escalate the conflict, as they likely would, the Phocians 
needed to be prepared. The Phocians, in short, had every reason to develop a 
defensive strategy during the late sixth and early fifth centuries, and as the re- 
construction of the Chalk Raid shows, they did so to great effect. 

It is even possible that the Phocians fostered the appearance of vulnerabil- 
ity on Parnassus to lure the Thessalians to Tithorea. Tithorea neutralized every 
advantage that the Thessalians and their allies could bring to bear—namely, 
the possibility of tactical maneuvering, the employment of cavalry, and the 
invaders’ numerical advantage. Additionally, a nighttime raid—far from being 
an act of desperation—actually offered the Phocians the greatest chance of suc- 
cess. And while it may be somewhat of a speculative point, perhaps the Phocians 
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attributed their success to the impromptu solution of a foreign seer in order 
to conceal the full extent of their shrewd defensive methods. 

But why did the Phocians seemingly lack a light-armed capability during 
the late Archaic and early classical period when small-scale pastoral conflict 
with the West Locrians was a relative constant for the inhabitants of Parnas- 
sus?” This seeming deficiency could be merely a function of the sources. That 
is, the Phocians actually had such capabilities, but since they were involved very 
little in the broader affairs of the fifth-century Greek world, we hear nothing 
of light-armed Phocians. 

This is a possibility, yet the Chalk Raid clearly shows that the Phocian eth- 
nos did not depend on light-armed fighters for matters of defense circa 490. 
On the contrary, the Phocians had adapted the technology and tactics of the 
polis-centric Greek world to their upland environment in the central mainland. 
The Phocians’ defensive strategy, then, reflects a sound understanding of the 
potential threats that surrounded their ethnos. 

And so to return to the issue raised at the outset, does the Phocians’ suc- 
cess mean we are dealing with a federal state? That is, did a standing central 
power mobilize an army of various Phocian contingents that were led by 
elected generals? Not necessarily. The best evidence of federal organization 
along these lines during the late Archaic and early classical periods comes from 
much later sources and, crucially, from events documented only by Pausanias 
and Plutarch. Admittedly, Pausanias and Plutarch could have had access to lo- 
cal sources that were unavailable to Herodotus, but if they did, these sources 
are no longer extant. For that matter, they may not have even existed in Herodo- 
tus’s day.** Furthermore, the Phocians of the late classical and Hellenistic 
periods attached a great deal of importance to the achievements of the 
fifth-century ethnos. Thus, it is likely that they related these achievements in 
terms familiar to the formal league structure of their era—hence the devel- 
opment of a national legend. 

Nevertheless, the Chalk Raid certainly attests to the workings of a protofed- 
eral state or confederation during the time in question. Phocian poleis were 
fully capable of concerted action for matters of defense, even those that con- 
cerned the entire ethnos. At the very least, the defense of circa 490 shows that 
individual poleis had articulated a commitment to defend each other; inter- 
estingly, this commitment corresponded to the common identity articulated 
by the Phocians’ coinage circa 510—478. 

But an argument for the existence of a particular political entity—in this 
case, a federal state or koinon—requires particular evidence. Ideally, this evi- 
dence should originate from the political entity itself in the form of epigraphic 
records of administrative appointments, alliances, grants of citizenship, or 
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judiciary proceedings. Such evidence is relatively abundant for the Phocian 
koinon of the mid-fourth to the early third century; it simply does not exist 
for the Phocian ethnos circa 510-480.” 

Yet why does it matter if there was a formal koinon in Phocis during the 
time in question, and what is at stake with the existence of an early Phocian 
federal state? The answer, it seems, is that an early Phocian koinon, a com- 
plex “and imaginative response to the changing circumstances of the Archaic 
period,” as Jeremy McInerney describes it, would effectively invalidate the 
Thucydidean view of upland ethné as backward, at least for the case of Pho- 
cis.°° Invalidating this view is an important correction for understanding the 
development of the Phocian ethnos in the late Archaic and classical periods, 
but it does not require the existence of a koinon to be valid. 

The defense of circa 490 illustrates that even without a formal federal struc- 
ture, the Phocians still constituted a well-organized and effective political en- 
tity. Since an ethnic affiliation, common coinage, and a common meeting place 
distinguished later koina, the possibility remains that a federal state existed in 
Phocis during the time in question.” But the point is that there did not need 
to be a formal federal state in Phocis for an effective defense, and this collec- 
tive capability also invalidates the notion that the Phocians were somehow 
playing catch-up with the rest of the Greek world. 

Perhaps a better indication of the existence of a federal state is the Pho- 
cians’ territorial aggression circa 458-57. In 458, the Phocians attacked the 
Dorian towns of Boion, Erineon, and Kytineon, captured one of them, but 
then withdrew when the Spartans came to the Dorians’ aid.** Around the same 
time, the Phocians also attacked and seized the sanctuary of Delphi, were in- 
volved in hostilities against the Thessalians, and may have formed an alliance 
with the Athenians. These incidents suggest that a more coherent central 
power was acting on the perceived interests of the Phocian ethnos and that 
these interests now included more than defense and survival. At the time of 
the Chalk Raid, the Phocians were indeed on this trajectory, but their political 
institutions were still a work in progress. 


By way of conclusion, it is worth considering why we never hear of chalk- 
ing again in ancient Greek history, especially since the tactic was so success- 
ful on Parnassus circa 490. There is no shortage of historical comparanda 
for the use of paste or body paint in war, whether for protection, camou- 
flage, or some ritual purpose. The Celts are perhaps the most well-known 
example from antiquity.” But chalking was not a standard practice for the 
Phocians. If it had been, the Chalk Raid could be interpreted along these 
quasi-ritual lines. 
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One explanation for the uniqueness of chalking, then, is that such a tactic 
could have worked only under very specific conditions and that these circum- 
stances were never met elsewhere in the Greek world. But if so, what about 
the rest of Phocian history? Why is there only one chalk raid if there were 
subsequent invasions of Phocis? 

Recall that when the Persians invaded Phocis in 480 they did not attempt 
to dislodge the Phocians, who were once again “shut in” at Tithorea. Crucially, 
the Thessalians were the ones guiding the invasion. Whatever the aims of the 
Persians, the Thessalians could have persuaded their foreign allies to help them 
exact revenge for the slaughter of circa 490. But was it worth the risk? 

Tithorea neutralized virtually every advantage that an invading army could 
bring to Phocis, and the prospects of defending against another nighttime raid 
would have been uncertain at best. Perhaps this is why we never hear of an- 
other chalk raid: the Chalk Raid circa 490 worked so well that no enemy of 
the Phocians ever dared to press the issue. 

Yet without Herodotus’s account and the dedications at Delphi, the Chalk 
Raid could easily have become part of the somewhat fanciful embellishments 
of later accounts, and we would still be in the dark regarding the Phocians’ 
defensive capabilities. As it stands, though, the Chalk Raid provides the sole 
contemporary glimpse into the Phocians’ defensive actions during the time 
in question and reveals a defensive strategy that the Thessalians clearly failed 
to appreciate. 

And so maybe it is only fitting that the Phocians’ defense was based on the 
peaks of Parnassus. The imposing geographical barrier that had earlier divided 
the Phocians had now become the source of their collective survival. 


CHAPTER 2 


The Aetolian Rout of the Athenians in 426 


The ancient literary tradition produced a wide 
range of characterizations for the Aetolians. They were “steadfast in battle” 
and “great-hearted” in Homer; in Pindar, they were strict overseers of com- 
petition at Olympia.’ Outsiders considered their land isolated and nearly im- 
penetrable.” Herodotus, for instance, relates how a certain Titormus, the 
“strongest man in Greece,” went to live on the limits of Aetolian territory 
solely to avoid other people.’ According to Thucydides, the Aetolians were 
apolitical, plundering pastoralists—relics of a past age still scattered across 
mountain villages.‘ In the eyes of some Greeks, the Aetolians were also “semi- 
barbarous,” assuming Euripides’ description of the mythical Tydeus repre- 
sented Athenian attitudes toward actual Aetolians.’ A couple of centuries later, 
Polybius characterized the Aetolians as violent, cruel, impious, haughty, in- 
human, revolutionary, greedy, and even cowardly (among other things).° Ulti- 
mately, by Livy’s day, the Aetolians had become full-fledged barbarians, at least 
from the perspective of elite Romans.’ 

In response, a great deal of scholarship has attempted to discredit or at least 
qualify these ancient stereotypes. For example, the practice of raiding was rel- 
atively constant in Aetolian history, but it was not a way of life for all Aetolians, 
and the Aetolians never constituted a pirate state.* As for pastoralism, given 
the limited amount of arable land in the region, we should expect that the an- 
cient Aetolians relied more on animal husbandry for sustenance.’ Additionally, 
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although archaeological research in Aetolia is still developing, there is no 
evidence of urbanism in the region until the late fourth and early third centu- 
ries.” As several scholars have argued, however, the lack of poleis and monu- 
mental architecture during the fifth and fourth centuries did not result from a 
cultural failure on the part of the Aetolians. On the contrary, the Aetolians 
were adapting to the demands of their mountainous environment and geopo- 
litical context, and these demands did not call for cities, fortifications, or grandi- 
ose temples." 

Besides qualifying ancient stereotypes, another branch of Aetolian studies 
has focused on a more local issue, namely, the relationship between the Hel- 
lenistic Aetolian League (koinon) and the fifth-century Aetolian ethnos. As one 
leading researcher put it, “History presents an enigmatic problem in the rise 
to dominance of the ancient Aetolians. How could these backward mountain- 
eers, living in their poor, harsh and hardly penetrable territory, develop into a 
successful cohesive political formation, which was to be one of the most prom- 
inent Hellenistic powers opposing the Macedonians and the Romans?” Solv- 
ing this “enigmatic problem” has proven to be difficult. 

The Aetolian League of the Hellenistic period is relatively well documented 
and has been studied in depth, but the earliest indication of a formal koinon 
in Aetolia is an Athenian decree dated to 367/366 that protested the treatment 
of Athenian emissaries.’* Before this decree, scattered references in ancient his- 
torical writings suggest that the fifth-century Aetolian ethnos amounted to a 
loose confederation.’* Consequently, most scholars agree that the Aetolian koi- 
non circa 367 emerged from a gradual ethnos-wide shift toward greater legal 
and political cooperation under the direction of a central governing council.” 

Yet the gradual development of the fourth-century Aetolian koinon raises 
a series of fundamental questions. If the Aetolians constituted a relatively co- 
herent “people” or “nation” during the fifth century, what capabilities did they 
have as a collective, and what might these capabilities reveal about the struc- 
ture and organization of the Aetolian ethnos? Past scholarship would answer 
that the fifth-century Aetolians were capable of rudimentary concerted ac- 
tion. That is, they sent representative embassies abroad and concluded alli- 
ances (there is one instance of this on record), they fought to retain and then 
regain the coastal settlement of Naupactus, they participated in at least one 
limited-scale conflict outside of the territorial limits of Aetolia, and they also 
made some allowance for “national” defense.'®° These actions suggest that 
something more than an ethnic group existed in Aetolia during the fifth 
century—something like a confederation. 

But what has yet to be given serious consideration is the nature and broader 
significance of these actions vis-a-vis our understanding of the fifth-century 
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Aetolian state. Part of the reason for this neglect could be that the Aetolians 
were mostly aloof from the major affairs of the rest of the Greek world dur- 
ing the time in question. The status of the evidence has also discouraged the 
investigation of this topic: what little evidence there is before the middle of 
the fourth century all originates from non-Aetolian sources. 

Nevertheless, an underappreciated defensive action against the Athenians 
and their allies in 426 stands to change the prevailing notions of the Aetolians’ 
fifth-century collective capabilities." This action, the Aetolian Rout of the 
Athenians, reveals a high level of coordination and strategic planning within 
the Aetolian ethnos during the time in question, despite the absence of a cen- 
tral directing power. 


Past Approaches and Sources 


The Aetolian Rout of the Athenians has surfaced in a variety of debates, be- 
yond focused investigations of ancient Aetolia. Historiographical analyses, 
for instance, have shown that the incident illustrates important aspects of 
Thucydides’ overarching methodology.: A branch of this approach, the study 
of individuals in Thucydides, has placed special emphasis on the Aetolian ex- 
periences of the general Demosthenes, a key figure in later Athenian successes 
and failures.” The development of Aigition, the location of the Rout itself, 
has raised questions of urbanization and the nature of polis formation during 
the fifth and fourth centuries.” And for some, the incident speaks to ancient 
attitudes regarding political and cultural differences within the ancient Greek 
world, especially toward the Aetolians.*! 

Historians of ancient Greek warfare have discussed the Aetolian Rout of 
the Athenians mostly to refine or illustrate a particular view of things. For 
example, it is a “classic demonstration of the folly of taking hoplites into 
terrain that suited light troops,” in Lazenby’s view.” According to van Wees, 
Thucydides’ narrative of the Rout is allegedly “the most remarkable failure 
to acknowledge the presence of light-armed rowers” fighting on land in any 
classical source, and by another view, the incident is one of the earliest indica- 
tions of developing trends in Greek warfare that would prevail in the fourth 
century.” Finally, in Hanson’s interpretation, the incident illustrates the clas- 
sical hoplite disdain for those who fight from afar, that is, not face-to-face. 

Although not flawed per se, these approaches have obscured the illustra- 
tive significance of the Rout, in part by focusing on particular aspects of 
Thucydides’ narrative, but more significantly by neglecting the Aetolians’ per- 
spective. As a result, in the eyes of modern researchers, the incident has become 
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an Athenian mishap—the culmination of a series of errors and misjudg- 
ments. Very little consideration has been given to the Aetolian perspective of 
the encounter. 

The difficulty with studying this perspective, though, is that Thucydides is 
the one source for the Aetolian Rout of the Athenians. No other ancient source 
has survived for comparison.” Additionally, as is well known, Thucydides’ his- 
torical enterprise was thoroughly enmeshed in his philosophical and literary 
one. That is, he selected and shaped historical material to cast individuals and 
events in a certain light, often to establish and reinforce his general, predictable 
patterns of human behavior.” For the year 426/425, for instance, Thucydides 
only related the deeds of the Athenians and their allies and those who fought 
against them—in other words, only the ones he deemed worthy of his his- 
tory.” Thucydides also could have distorted or added details to fit his own 
broader narratives, and his account of the Athenians’ experience in Aetolia is 
no exception. 

As usual, Thucydides does not specify his sources for the Aetolian Rout of 
the Athenians, and there are no indications that he took part in the expedition 
under Demosthenes and Procles.** Thucydides would have learned of the in- 
cident from Athenian survivors, and as a number of scholars have argued, 
Demosthenes likely was his principal source.” Nevertheless, we can assume 
that the Athenians attempted to cast their actions in as favorable a light as pos- 
sible, and in light of the pathos that Thucydides exhibits at the end of his 
Aetolian narrative, they appear to have had a sympathetic listener. 

All of these considerations call for a measured perspective. With this 
in mind, the reconstruction below considers various interpretations of 
Thucydides’ language. To mitigate the single-source problem, the analysis also 
draws on the published results of archaeological, ethnographic, and topo- 
graphical research in the region of ancient Aetolia.*® At times this research 
enhances aspects of Thucydides’ narrative. At others, it calls into question the 
assertions that Thucydides and his sources made regarding the Aetolians’ ac- 
tivities. Overall, these different forms of evidence provide an opportunity to 
reconstruct the dynamics of the incident in great detail. 

But before turning to the Aetolian Rout of the Athenians, some context is 
helpful: The sixth year of the war between the Spartans, Athenians, and their 
respective allies (426/425) began with a flurry of activity. A series of earth- 
quakes turned back a Spartan invasion of Attica, and the Athenians in Sicily 
resumed their operations from the previous winter, defeating the Mylaeans 
and forcing the surrender of nearby Messania. Meanwhile, a sizable detach- 
ment of ships under Nicias left the Piraeus to subdue the Melians, and another 
under Demosthenes and Procles departed to sail around the Peloponnese.?? 
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At the same time, the Spartans were establishing and fortifying their col- 
ony of Heraclea in Trachis, a cause of strategic concern for the Athenians and 
a source of irritation and eventual conflict for the Thessalians and Euboeans.™” 
In the western mainland, no comparable activity preceded the arrival of the 
Athenians. The Athenians had been active in the region a few years before, 
and around the same time, there is some evidence of conflict between the Am- 
bracians and Amphilocian Argives involving neighboring non-Greeks.*? Al- 
though no single polity was attempting to control the entire region, the 
western Greeks were far from being at ease with each other.** Whether they 
realized it or not, the Athenians under Demosthenes and Procles were about 
to involve themselves in a complex of regional affairs. 


The Rout 


The Athenians had no reason to be in Aetolia during the early summer of 426. 
Their allies might have, but the Athenians did not. 

Earlier in the year, a force of thirty Athenian ships under the command of 
Demosthenes and Procles had sailed around the Peloponnese into the Ionian 
Sea. The Athenians first ambushed some guards at Ellomenos and then, 
with the help of the Acarnanians, Zacynthians, Cephallenians, and fifteen 
Corcyraean ships, attacked the island of Leucas. In response, the Leucadians 
withdrew into the polis of Leucas on the northern end of the island. 

According to Thucydides, the Acarnanians urged the Athenians to besiege 
the Leucadians and rid the region of what they perceived to be a perennial 
nuisance.*° The Athenians, however, had no desire to conduct a siege, but they 
did remain near Leucas. While they were there, a contingent of Messenians 
from Naupactus arrived and suggested that Demosthenes consider an inva- 
sion of Aetolia. Demosthenes likely took great interest in this proposal. For 
one, the Aetolians were the enemies of Naupactus, a coastal polity where the 
Athenians had helped settle a number of rebel helots approximately thirty 
years prior. The settling of the helots—and the existence of Naupactus itself— 
still grieved the Spartans, as Demosthenes would have known.” In addition, 
with the Aetolians subdued, the Athenians could potentially take control of 
the entire western mainland and use the region for their own expansionary 
purposes. All of these prospects appealed to Demosthenes for a variety of 
reasons. 

First, from a practical perspective, the land force at his disposal was im- 
mense. Anything was possible, or so it seemed. Demosthenes also had every 
reason to grant the Messenians’ request. The Messenians were key allies in 
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the escalating conflict between the Athenians and Spartans, and it was in the 
Athenians’ interest to remain in good standing with a population of Greeks 
dedicated to the defeat of their adversaries. Furthermore, with the Aetolians out 
of the way, or even as allies, Demosthenes could lead a land force against the 
Boeotians from the west without further aid from Athens. The accolades that 
would follow such an achievement surely excited the young Athenian general.** 
Finally, Demosthenes lacked experience in this part of the Greek world and so 
was a poor judge of advice. In this case, the Messenians gave him these assur- 
ances: ‘Although the Aetolians were a large and warlike ethnos, they lived in vil- 
lages without walls that were dispersed at great length. Also, as they fought with 
a light armament, they could easily be subdued before uniting in defense.””° 

From an outsider’s perspective, the Aetolians constituted an ethnos—a 
people or nation. Thucydides typically reserves this term for large populations 
of non-Greeks and Greeks of the mountainous and remote northern main- 
land.“ There were some built settlements in Aetolia, and a very important one 
as we will see, but Aetolian poleis were scarce during the time in question and 
located south of the Daphnos River.” As for political organization, the Aeto- 
lian ethnos consisted of three tribal groups: The Apodotians occupied most 
of southern Aetolia and shared borders with the Ozolian or Western Locri- 
ans. The Ophionians—subdivided into the Bomiensians and Kalliensians— 
inhabited the rest of southern Aetolia and the area north and east of the 
Apodotians. The Eurytanians lived north of the Daphnos River in the south- 
ern Pindus region, the most mountainous and geographically expansive part 
of Aetolia (map 3). 

In Thucydides’ view, the Aetolians were relics of a past age: they dwelt in 
unfortified settlements, carried weapons at all times, and relied on brigand- 
age for subsistence. This way of life suggested that the Aetolians had only 
limited communication between settlements—hence the Messenians’ advice. 
Also, as the Messenians seem to have known, the Aetolians fought without 
heavy equipment, since the rugged terrain of the region favored a lighter 
fighting load.*? The Messenians considered this an advantage for the Athe- 
nians. Additionally, the Messenians claimed that the Aetolians “speak a most 
unintelligible dialect, and are said to eat their meat raw.”“* Were it not for the 
fact that the Aetolians spoke Greek and could claim a share of the Homeric 
tradition, one could consider them full-fledged barbarians.” But the Aeto- 
lians were Greeks, no question about it—only in the eyes of the Messenians 
the Aetolians’ backward way of life was somewhat of a weakness, and certainly 
exploitable.*° 

Demosthenes was convinced: “With the rest of the land force— 
Cephallenians, Messenians, Zacynthians, and three hundred marines from 
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T Poteidania 


Map 3. The Aetolian Rout of the Athenians (426). Created by D. Matthew Buell. 


the Athenian fleet (the fifteen Corcyraean ships had departed)—he initiated 
the attack against the Aetolians, setting up base at Oineon in Locris.” 4 

The Cephallenians and Zacynthians were islanders. What they brought 
on the expedition in terms of armament and equipment is unknown. Also un- 
known is how they organized themselves in defense, although they likely re- 
lied on the protection of city walls when faced with an external threat, as did 
the Leucadians. This, however, was an aggressive incursion, and Thucydides, 
if he knew at all, regarded whatever they added to Demosthenes’ land force 
as unremarkable. The Messenians, we learn later, at least provided a guide in 
the region, but the manner in which they fought, if they fought at all, is un- 
known. 

What we do know is that the Athenians contributed three hundred of their 
own epibatai, conventionally referred to as marines. Each Athenian vessel car- 
ried ten of these sea hoplites. Their duties ranged from boarding and captur- 
ing enemy ships to security and internal administration when not underway. *’ 
These ancient marines could have organized themselves in ranks by vessel once 
on land—a phalanx thirty across and ten deep would have been a consider- 
able force—or they could have fought in a less rigid formation. As the inci- 
dent unfolds, the latter seems to be the case. 
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The Corcyraeans did not take part. Presumably they left with about one 
hundred and fifty of their own marines, or at least with some contingent of 
light-armed troops or archers that performed similar duties. The Acarnanians 
refused to join the expedition, upset by Demosthenes’ refusal to besiege Leu- 
cas. But luckily for Demosthenes, the Athenians had other resources in the 
region: “The Ozolian Locrians were allies of the Athenians, and they were to 
meet the Athenians with their whole force in the heart of the country.” Ozo- 
lian (or Western) Locris, in a literal and figurative sense, provided a bridge to 
Aetolia. The Ozolian Locrians occupied approximately thirty kilometers of 
coast on the northern Gulf of Corinth, and their settlement at Oineon offered 
the only harbor in the region that could accommodate the Athenians and their 
allies. Conveniently, the northern and western limits of Ozolian Locris bor- 
dered southern and eastern Aetolia. This meant that the Athenians and their 
allies did not have to fight their way into Aetolian territory.” Instead, they could 
acclimate to the climate and terrain, prepare their equipment, and ready them- 
selves in case the Aetolians decided to resist. Furthermore, writes Thucydides, 
“as [the Locrians] shared borders with the Aetolians, were armed in a similar 
fashion, and knew the Aetolians’ way of fighting and their territory, they 
seemed likely to be of great value as allies on the expedition.”*! 

Put another way, the Locrians had an essential ingredient to success in this 
part of the Greek world, one that Demosthenes lacked: experience. Whether 
from plundering activities, pastoral conflict, or other less violent forms of in- 
teraction, the Locrians were well acquainted with the land of Aetolia and the 
practices of its inhabitants, and they agreed to meet the Athenians further in- 
land as reinforcements.” Their support in all likelihood was a key aspect of 
the invasion. Like the Aetolians, the Locrians also lived in a mountainous en- 
vironment, so their take on the situation may have gone something like this: 
“Demosthenes, you really shouldn’t do anything without us. The Aetolians 
are not to be trifled with, especially in their own territory, and you don’t have 
the sort of light-armed troops that can match the Aetolians’ abilities on foot.” 
If the Locrians actually imparted their intimate knowledge of the region and 
its people to Demosthenes, there are no indications that he took their cautions 
to heart. 

The Athenians and their allies were content to follow the council of their 
Messenian advisers. At dawn, they launched their invasion of Aetolia: “On the 
first day they took Poteidania, on the second Krokylion, and on the third Tei- 
chion. Demosthenes stopped there and sent the booty to Eupalion in Locris.”” 
The Athenians and their allies covered approximately fifteen kilometers of 
Apodotian territory over the course of three days, seized three village settle- 
ments, yet faced no resistance.” This was almost too easy, and whatever the 
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intentions of the Ophionions to the north, Demosthenes now had a toehold 
in Aetolia and some options for future operations*—or so it seemed. The Apo- 
dotians may have conceded their settlements to the invading force, but they 
had not capitulated, nor had they been caught unaware. On the contrary, writes 
Thucydides, the Athenians’ “preparations did not escape the Aetolians’ notice, 
even in the initial stages of planning, and once the army invaded their terri- 
tory, the Aetolians gathered in great force for defense.”** 

This part of Thucydides’ narrative raises a series of important questions. 
How could the Aetolians have known Demosthenes’ plans from the very start, 
and how did they assemble themselves so quickly and in such great numbers? 
For that matter, how did Thucydides know that the Aetolians knew, given 
that his sources were decidedly Athenian? One possibility is that Thucydides 
did not know but that he (or his source) supplied this detail to account for 
the prompt response of the Aetolians and to lessen the embarrassment of 
the Athenians. Put another way, if the Aetolians had gained knowledge of 
Demosthenes’ plans, the Athenian defeat would have been more excusable. 
They could argue that for no fault of their own they had been victims of 
treachery. 

Yet it is quite unlikely that someone close to Demosthenes successfully de- 
serted the Athenians at Oineon, and it is just as unlikely that the Aetolians 
somehow infiltrated the Athenian camp. There is also no record of Demos- 
thenes or any other Athenian laying a charge against the Locrians for treach- 
ery. In fact, Athenian-Locrian relations remained strong even after what 
happened in Aetolia. But an even bigger issue with Thucydides’ narrative is 
that we have no indications that Demosthenes ever had a clear plan for con- 
ducting the actual invasion, aside from advancing northward into Aetolia and 
moving from settlement to settlement. So what exactly could the Aetolians 
have known from the start? 

It could be that knowing from “the initial stages of planning” helped 
Thucydides make sense of the incident (or apologize for the Athenians), but 
this does not explain the speed, scale, and effectiveness of the Aetolians’ re- 
sponse, which clearly surprised the invading army. Since the explanation that 
the Aetolians gained access to Demosthenes’ plans is untenable, we have to 
consider another possibility—namely, that the Aetolians deduced the Athe- 
nians’ intentions for themselves. 

Consider the geopolitical situation of the fifth-century Aetolians: they were 
surrounded by Athenian allies. To the west were the Acarnanians, to the south 
and southeast the Naupactians and Ozolian Locrians, and to the east the 
Dorians and Phocians. A force of Athenians gathering in the region would have 
suggested only one thing to the Aetolians—a potential invasion. But to have 
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recognized such a threat, the Aetolians needed to be watching the Athenians 
and their allies from the moment they landed in the region, or shortly there- 
after. Was this possible? 

Here the work of archaeologists comes to the forefront, in particular the 
Aetolian Studies Project and its investigation of the intervisibility of sites in 
southern Aetolia.” This intervisibility study revealed that the Aetolians of Kal- 
lieis, who comprised a smaller Ophionian community bordering on Ozolian 
Locris, were fully capable of clandestinely observing activity in and around 
Oineon from the heights surrounding the harbor. The Kallieansians could have 
then informed the neighboring Aetolians in Apodotia. The Apodotians who 
lived closest to the Corinthian Gulf also could have observed the activities at 
Oineon and then notified their fellow Aetolians to the north and east of the 
impending invasion. 

In addition to the threat of invasion, the Aetolians also needed to be on 
guard against neighboring populations who “were armed in a similar fashion” 
and familiar with the Aetolians’ way of fighting. At stake were the resources 
and the safety of their fellow Aetolians. To borrow from a different tradition: 
“When someone asked why Sparta lacked fortification walls, [Agesilaus] 
pointed to the citizens bearing arms and said, “These are the Spartans’ walls.’”*® 
The Aetolians, in short, had every reason to maintain an active watch on their 
territory, which they apparently did. 

In the year 280, for instance, Aetolian shepherds observed a hostile Spar- 
tan army from the surrounding hills of the coastal lowlands and summoned 
a force of about five hundred Aetolians to attack the would-be invaders.” Also, 
in 208, Aetolians “in the field” were the first to observe the landing of Philip 
V on the Ozolian Locrian coast. The Macedonians managed to seize some 
sheep and goats, but the Aetolians escaped into the forests and mountains.” 
Additionally, Aetolian beekeepers could have initially spotted the arrival of the 
Athenians since, for good reason, bees were usually kept at a distance from 
settlements.®' Although Thucydides makes no mention of sheep, goats, or bees 
in his narrative, the Apodotians from Poteidania, Krokylion, and Teichion 
clearly were not surprised. Instead, they withdrew inland, seemingly fore- 
warned, to make preparations of their own, and “even the most distant of 
the Ophionians, the Bomieansians, and Kallieansians who reach to the Malian 
Gulf, came to help.” A distance of approximately fifty kilometers over moun- 
tainous terrain separated these more distant Aetolians from the Apodotians 
to the south, so how did the Aetolians assemble so quickly? 

One possibility put forth by the same intervisibility study is optical relay 
signaling. Where line-of-sight communication was restricted, runners could 
quickly have filled in the gaps. To that end, the transhumance routes and paths 
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of exchange that cut across ancient and modern Aetolia would have provided 
ease of movement from region to region. The distances were such that over 
the course of three days the Bomieansians, Kallieansians, and the rest of the 
Ophionions could easily have made their way to the heart of Apodotian terri- 
tory. Interestingly, Thucydides does not mention the Eurytanians. These 
northern Aetolians may have been too distant to help, or they could have been 
defending Aetolian territory north of the Daphnos River and so indirectly tak- 
ing part in the defense. 

In the Athenian camp at Teichion, Demosthenes faced somewhat of a di- 
lemma. Things were going well, but he had yet to encounter his Locrian rein- 
forcements, and as Thucydides makes clear, the Athenian expeditionary force 
was most deficient in light-armed troops. That the Aetolians fought as jave- 
lineers was no secret, and Demosthenes would have known that his heavily 
armed hoplites were more vulnerable in mountainous terrain. The Athenians 
needed their own light-armed contingent, but the Locrians were nowhere to 
be found. 

The Messenians advised Demosthenes to continue the invasion regardless and 
capture as many villages as possible. They emphasized once again that it would 
be an easy victory for the Athenians and their allies provided they advance before 
the entire Aetolian ethnos united in defense.” Demosthenes made his decision: 
“He advanced against Aigition, stormed the place, and took it by force.”®° 

The Athenians and their allies traversed approximately fourteen kilometers 
of mountainous terrain to reach Aigition from Teichion. This was roughly 
the combined distance they had covered since setting off from Oineon.%” 
Thucydides refers to Aigition as a polis, or urban center, and recent studies of 
settlement patterns in the region have corroborated his account.®* Built on 
high ground, centrally located, highly visible, and connected with a network 
of paths that ran throughout the region, Aigition was a hub of communica- 
tion and movement for the Aetolians. The site would have been an ideal mo- 
bilization point for the entire ethnos. 

In fact, the centrality of Aigition helps to explain why the Messenians guided 
the Athenians and their allies there after Teichion. From the Messenians’ per- 
spective, controlling Aigition was essential to limiting the Aetolians’ collective 
abilities. This would also explain why the Athenians stormed the place: they 
were expecting resistance. It must have puzzled the Messenians and Demos- 
thenes when they found Aigition deserted. Thucydides describes the setting: 
“The men, women, and children had withdrawn and were encamped on the 
heights above the town,” joined in all likelihood by the residents of Poteida- 
nia, Krokylion, Teichion, other Apodotians, and the rest of the Aetolians, “who 


by now had come to the rescue at Aigition.”® 
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At this time, from the perspective of the invaders, the Locrians would have 
been particularly helpful, because once the invading force entered Aigition, 
the Aetolians “attacked the Athenians and their allies, some running down 
from one hill, some from another, all hurling javelins.””? The Aetolians had 
concealed themselves on the surrounding heights well enough to time their 
ambush as they saw fit.” The unexpected attack and barrage of javelins would 
have startled the Athenians and their allies, but it does not seem to have re- 
sulted in many casualties, nor in a significant advantage for the Aetolians. 

“When the army of the Athenians advanced the Aetolians withdrew, and 
when the Athenians retreated, they attacked,””” writes Thucydides. The Ae- 
tolians kept themselves out of range. They had no choice. They still kept the 
pressure on the invaders, baiting them forward, and then attacking as they 
withdrew, but they were not inflicting much damage. Apparently, the shields 
and armor of approximately three hundred hoplites provided sufficient 
protection. 

For some reason, the allies temporarily drop out of the narrative here. 
Thucydides, it seems, would have his readers believe that the Athenian ma- 
rines were the ones doing the advancing and withdrawing, while the allies con- 
tributed little to the effort. Another possibility is that Thucydides slanted his 
account to favor those closest to his own sociopolitical status. There is no way 
to tell. Yet in the absence of further evidence, the possibility remains that the 
allies were in fact worthless at Aigition. Either way, allies or Athenians, no one 
was accomplishing much in Aetolia. 

“Such was the battle for a long time, pursuits and tactical withdrawals, and 
in both the Athenians were the weaker party,” according to Thucydides.” 
Which is to say, the Athenians were growing tired, mentally and physically. 
The Aetolians, “fit for battle,” were not. Following Krentz’s recent reconstruc- 
tion, each marine could have been carrying as little as twenty-five pounds of 
equipment and so would have had plenty of mobility.” Furthermore, most 
of them would have been fit for battle, at least in some contexts, but the suit- 
ability of their conditioning in Aetolia was a different matter. 

The Athenians and their allies would already have expended a significant 
amount of energy covering the distance between Teichion and Aigition, and 
this could not have been lost on the Aetolians who were waiting silently on 
the surrounding heights. It should come as no surprise that Thucydides’ lan- 
guage of pursuits and tactical withdrawals brings to mind the practice of hunt- 
ing, an activity presumably familiar to most Aetolians.” 

Thucydides tells us that “as long as the archers had arrows and were able 
to use them, the Athenians held out—the light-armed Aetolians, assailed by 
arrows, were held in check.””° Thucydides does not say whether those archers 
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were Athenians assigned to individual vessels or an allied contingent. If the 
former, there would have been approximately 120. The Athenians had em- 
ployed their own archers before, famously at the Battle of Plataea.”” At Aigi- 
tion they may have been involved in the fighting from the very start. But even 
if they were not involved, this raises an important question: Had the Athe- 
nians and their allies by this time consolidated under the protection of the ar- 
chers, or were the archers covering the Athenian advances and withdrawals 
described above? 

The language of holding out suggests that the Athenians and their allies 
had in fact consolidated, just as the Spartans did when pressed at Sphacteria 
the following year.”* Recall, though, that the Athenians and their allies had 
stormed Aigition. Since archers were not the individuals of choice to spear- 
head an assault, at some point after the initial attack, the archers must have 
taken up positions close to the front where they could target the Aetolians. 
To their credit, the Athenians did this with enough skill and coordination to 
check the Aetolians’ initial assault. The Athenian marines were protected in 
part by their own equipment, but the archers diminished the effectiveness of 
the javelins by keeping the Aetolians at a distance of at least sixty meters.” 

Aside from his marines, who evidently were not up to the task, Demosthe- 
nes still lacked a contingent of troops capable of dislodging the Aetolians from 
their positions on the heights. The light-armed Locrians never made it to Aigi- 
tion. From the Aetolians’ perspective, then, it was only a matter of time be- 
fore the invaders ran out of arrows or broke from exhaustion. From the 
Athenians’ perspective, what was to happen now? 

“When the leader of the archers was killed, the rest scattered,” Thucydides 
writes.*° The Athenians now had an even bigger problem. Yet how random 
was the killing of the toxarchos? Since the other archers came undone when 
their leader was killed, the toxarchos clearly was playing a key role in control- 
ling and directing the efforts of the archers. The Aetolians may have picked 
up on this. The toxarchos could have been dressed differently, he certainly 
would have been issuing verbal commands that the Aetolians could have heard 
and understood, and he likely was not stationary during the actual fighting. 
The archers were quite effective, and the Aetolians needed to do something 
about them. Eliminating the toxarchos would have been an ideal place to start. 

Furthermore, continues Thucydides, “the Athenians themselves were ex- 
hausted, and to a great extent, were collapsing from the repetitious exertion.”®! 
Now without the protection of the archers, they had to work that much harder 
to defend themselves. We do not know if heat played a role in the Athenians’ 
exhaustion, although the Athenians’ previous exertions and the Aetolians’ te- 
nacity over the course of what was presumably an hour or more certainly did. 
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Interestingly, the language of “collapsing from the repetitious exertion” also 
allows for an actual contraction of individuals into a mass. 

“The Aetolians continued to attack and hurl javelins,” reports Thucydides.’ 
Hard-pressed and now within range of their assailants, the Athenians and their 
allies broke and fled. “Some fell into gullies that they could not climb out of 
while others lost their way.”*? A number of small ravines surrounded Aigition— 
the polis, after all, was built on high ground—and their steep banks, com- 
bined with the brush that grows in them during the summertime, would have 
been difficult for the Athenians to escape. More significantly, the gullies would 
have been one of the few avenues of escape available to the Athenians, but 
“their guide, Chromon the Messenian, had been killed.” 

This short notice should give pause. What Thucydides is about to relate 
regarding the actions of the Athenians is by no means flattering. But if the 
Athenians lost their guide, again, through no fault of their own, they at least 
had some sort of excuse for their disordered retreat. Does this mean that 
Thucydides invented the death of Chromon? Probably not. But details like this 
suggest that there was more to Thucydides’ narrative than factual reporting. 

As before, we must consider the randomness of a leader’s death. Did Chro- 
mon stand out among the Athenians and their allies, or had he drawn atten- 
tion to himself as someone with authority? Did some Aetolians know who he 
was? In light of the toxarchos’ fate, the killing of Chromon suggests a pattern. 
What comes to mind is the connection that Keegan made with warfare and 
the tactics of flock management. In Keegan’s view, those who practiced a pre- 
dominantly pastoralist way of life “knew how to break a flock up into man- 
ageable sections, how to cut off a line of retreat by circling to a flank, how to 
compress scattered beasts into a compact mass, how to isolate flock-leaders, 
how to dominate superior numbers by threat and menace, how to kill the cho- 
sen few while leaving the mass inert and subject to control.”® The Aetolians 
relied heavily (though not entirely) on animal husbandry for many of their 
everyday needs as well as for surplus production; Aetolia simply could not sup- 
port extensive agricultural practices.*° To a certain extent, the Aetolians may 
have adapted the tactics of animal husbandry to their own way of war. 

Thucydides continues: “The Aetolians, swift-footed and light-armed, were 
hurling javelins, and they caught and killed many [of the invaders] in the rout 
itself.”*” “Swift-footed” is one of Homer’s epithets for Achilles.** In the con- 
text of Thucydides’ narrative, the word implies that the Aetolians were natu- 
rally fast, and more significantly in this context, faster than the Athenians and 
their allies. By this time, the Aetolians could have been recycling javelins as 
they pursued their invaders. Thucydides once again employs the language of 
hunting—a graphic metaphor for sure, but the Aetolians were running down 
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the invaders, knocking them over, and then presumably hacking or clubbing 
them to death.” 

Such a grim fate awaited only those who fled. Those who stood their ground 
likely were killed first. Yet for most of the Athenians and their allies, the expe- 
rience surely would have been terrifying: “Even more strayed from the paths 
and rushed into a forest from which there were no ways out. The Aetolians 
torched them.”°° Why would the Athenians rush into the woods? At first 
glance, this seems to have been a bad move, but the speedy and light-armed 
Aetolians could have run down the invaders with relative ease on the paths. 
The forest was the invaders’ only other option. And while having “no ways 
out” likely was an exaggeration, the point is that the Athenians were chased 
into such thick brush that they could no longer evade their assailants. 

The Aetolians were determined to rid their territory of the Athenians and 
those who had accompanied them, and perhaps even send a message to the 
neighboring communities who facilitated or contributed to the invasion. There 
would be no prisoners, and there would have been no survivors if the Aeto- 
lians had had their way. Ruthless and determined, the Aetolians torched not 
just the forest itself, but the actual individuals who stumbled into the woods. 

Past commentators have shied away from the full import of Thucydides’ 
language here, yet this is the most likely sense of the Athenians suffering “every 
form of flight and death imaginable,” beyond mere hyperbole.” That is, in 
addition to the deaths brought about by conventional military implements in 
the rout itself, the trapped Athenians and their allies died from asphyxiation 
or burning to death, not to mention whatever grim fate awaited any potential 
escapees who fell into the hands of the Aetolians. 

The successful escapees, without a guide, somehow made their way back 
to Oineon, possibly harassed or threatened the entire way.” “Many of the al- 
lies fell, and of the Athenian hoplites, about a hundred and twenty [died]... 
in the flower of youth.” According to Thucydides, they were “the best men 
of the Athenian polis that died during this war.”*? 

An unspecified number of allies perished in the rout, but Thucydides’ nar- 
rative is too vague to venture an estimate. Demosthenes either dismissed the 
rest of the allies, or the survivors returned home on their own accord. From 
this point on, they are absent from the narrative. The most telling measure of 
the scale of the Athenians’ defeat, according to Thucydides, was that nearly 
half of the original three hundred marines lost their lives in the encounter. 
One hundred twenty dead marines represented a 40 percent casualty rate 
among the Athenian hoplites at Aigition, assuming all three hundred took part 
in the invasion. If some of the marines stayed at Oineon to guard the Athe- 
nians’ ships, an even higher percentage could have perished in Aetolia.** Along 
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with the 120 marines, “Procles, one of the two generals, was also killed.”® It 
was relatively common for a Greek general to die in battle, but this reinforces 
the pattern identified above regarding the Aetolians’ way of war.”® 

Thucydides concludes: “After they had received the bodies of the dead under 
a truce from the Aetolians, the Athenians went back to Naupactus, and re- 
turned in their ships to Athens.”*” The Athenians acknowledged their defeat 
by asking to recover their dead. The Aetolians, adhering to what was virtually 
a universal Hellenic custom, granted their request.”® 

Although we are spared the details, the nature of this task had to have been 
nothing short of gruesome. The Athenians would have been dealing with an 
extensive scatter of stripped, bludgeoned, transfixed corpses, and possibly even 
a concentration of charred remains still smoldering in the woodlands near 


Aigition. 


Aftermath 


At some point before the Athenian invasion of 426, the Aetolians had sent an 
embassy to the Spartans and Corinthians to request assistance in regaining 
Naupactus. Toward the end of the summer, after the Athenian invasion, Sparta 
finally granted the Aetolians’ request. The Spartans assembled a sizable con- 
tingent of 5,000 hoplites, five hundred of whom originated from Heraclea in 
Trachis, and set off from Delphi to be reinforced by the Aetolians near the bor- 
der of Aetolia and West Locris. 

Fearing the consequences of defeat in Aetolia, Demosthenes had chosen 
to stay in the western mainland and maintain a low profile. Once he learned 
of the Aetolians’ and Spartans’ intentions, he persuaded the Acarnanians to 
commit 1,000 hoplites of their own to defend Naupactus. The presence of 
these armed defenders at Naupactus was enough to dissuade the Aetolians and 
Spartans from attempting an assault, and this minor victory for Demosthenes 
marked the beginning of a new trend in his career.” With a string of successes 
in the west, he was soon to redeem himself in the eyes of his fellow Athenians. 

Nevertheless, Demosthenes unquestionably failed in Aetolia, and the rea- 
sons for his failure remain unclear. Did he fall prey to bad advice and rush into 
Aetolia unprepared, or did the Athenians, reasonably well informed and well 
prepared, encounter too formidable of an opponent? 
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Analysis 


Demosthenes clearly put a great deal of thought into launching the invasion, 
and he entered Aetolia with a purpose. After subduing the Aetolians, he 
planned to invade Boeotia. He also made arrangements for the West Locrians 
to supplement the allied contingents and Athenian archers, and he methodi- 
cally advanced from settlement to settlement after setting off from Oineon. 
Furthermore, the Athenians stormed Aigition prepared to face some form of 
resistance. Finally, even without the Locrians, the Athenians and their allies 
successfully checked the Aetolian attack, at least initially. 

In sum, Demosthenes and the rest of the Athenians did not stumble clum- 
sily into the mountains of Aetolia. They intentionally launched an aggressive 
invasion with a well-coordinated force of archers and marines ready to fight. 
Had Demosthenes or Procles organized a hoplite assault of the heights sur- 
rounding Aigition, the Athenians could have had even more success against 
the light-armed Aetolians. If anything, then, the Aetolian rout of the Athe- 
nians demonstrates not the folly of leading “heavy” infantry into mountain- 
ous terrain, but the versatility of hoplites.'°° 

According to the Messenians, what mattered most in Aetolia was not heavy 
or light equipment or certain battle formations, but speed and aggression. As 
the incident unfolded, the Messenians’ advice to advance before the Aetolians 
could assemble turned out to be perfectly sound. But beating the Aetolians in 
Aetolia was no easy task. Xenophon, for instance, observed that without the 
Aetolians’ consent in 389, a Spartan army would never have been able to march 
through Aetolia, regardless of the army’s size." Unfortunately, we cannot ver- 
ify Xenophon’s claim. No large-scale army ever invaded Aetolia with success— 
perhaps not a minor point. 

As for bad advice, it is difficult to find fault with the Naupactian Messenians. 
They at least knew that the Aetolians could assemble in large numbers, and 
they reminded Demosthenes that the Aetolians fought without heavy equip- 
ment. In these two respects, the cautions they conveyed to Demosthenes were 
accurate to the best of their knowledge. At the time, a large-scale invasion of 
Aetolia was unprecedented, so no one, not even the Messenians, knew the full 
extent of the Aetolians’ defensive capabilities. Even Thucydides, the former 
Athenian general ever concerned with the intelligent conduct of war, found 
no fault with Demosthenes for following the Messenians’ advice. Like most 
of the Greek world, the Athenians were in the dark regarding the structure, 
organization, and capabilities of the fifth-century Aetolian ethnos, but the Ae- 
tolian Rout of the Athenians sheds new light on the subject. 
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We learn that the Aetolian response to the invasion of 426 represented only 
two-thirds of what the Aetolians could have accomplished as an ethnos. 
Thucydides makes no mention of the Eurytanians in his account of the fight- 
ing, but earlier in the year the Aetolians sent an embassy to Sparta and Corinth 
consisting of one representative from each of the three tribes of Aetolia. The 
Ophionions sent Tolophus, the Apodotians Tisander, and the Eurytanians Bo- 
riades. If there had been some sort of falling out between these groups in the 
interim, the Messenians were unaware of it, since they included the Eurytani- 
ans in their sketch of the Aetolian ethnos. So if there had been no falling out, 
and if the Eurytanians did not take part in the Rout, where were they? 

There are two possibilities. First, the Eurytanians could have remained 
north of the Daphnos River in case the invading army chose to advance in that 
direction. The other possibility is that some Eurytanians actually were involved 
in the defensive effort, but not at Aigition. Instead, they were preventing the 
Locrians from entering Aetolia from the east. In both cases, while the Ophio- 
nians and Apodotians faced the threat from the south and west, the Eurytani- 
ans dealt with any threats from the north and east—the Aetolians’ version of 
defense in depth. Incidentally, the absence of the Eurytanians means that the 
Athenians and their allies were spared from contending with the mighty, “raw- 
meat eating” Aetolians of the north. In other words, as horrific as it was to 
fight the Ophionians and Apodotians, the Athenians’ experience actually could 
have been worse. 

Whether the Eurytanians were at Aigition or not, the Aetolian Rout of the 
Athenians reveals that the Aetolian ethnos circa 426 could organize and exe- 
cute a sophisticated and ruthless defense on short notice. This defense relied 
on the cooperation of Aetolian civilians to alert the rest of the ethnos of an 
invasion, abandon the vulnerable settlements of southern Aetolia, and assem- 
ble at Aigition. Aigition was centrally located, and the high ground and steep 
terrain in its vicinity offered the Aetolians a number of advantages against po- 
tential invading armies. If the Aetolians had to fight in Aetolia, they needed a 
site that played to their collective strengths; a loss within their home territory 
was too costly. With such high stakes, the Aetolians chose to concede the vil- 
lages of southern Aetolia, but with strategic intent: they were in fact luring 
the Athenians and their allies to Aigition. 

As we saw, the only harbor in the region that could have accommodated 
the Athenians and their allies was Oineon, but a quick glance at a map shows 
that an imposing mountain separates Oineon from Aigition. This means that 
a large-scale, conventional army had only one reasonable option for advanc- 
ing north through southern Aetolia: a circuitous route in a clockwise direc- 
tion following the foothills of the mountain. Along this route such an invading 


THE AETOLIAN ROUT OF THE ATHENIANS IN 426 47 


army would have encountered three Aetolian villages: Poteidania, Krokyleion, 
and Teichion. 

In other words, the invading army’s route from Oineon to Aigition was far 
from arbitrary: the invaders were following a major line of communication 
in southern Aetolia. This route began in the vicinity of Poteidania, continued 
on to other smaller settlements, and ultimately led to Aigition. Had such a 
route not existed through southern Aetolia, it would have been extremely dif- 
ficult, if not impossible, for the Athenians and their allies to have made the 
fourteen-kilometer movement from Teichion to Aigition in such a short 
amount of time. 

From the Aetolians’ perspective, a large-scale invasion from the coast was 
going to follow a predictable route. Furthermore, this route was going to be 
relatively slow for the invading army, and without resistance, it would naturally 
end at Aigition. If the Aetolians who lived closest to the coast spotted a large 
number of warships at Oineon, they could alert the rest of the ethnos through 
visual signals and runners. The Ophionians and Apodotians could then aban- 
don their unfortified and more vulnerable villages and make their way to Aigi- 
tion and prepare an attack. And should the invaders choose to bypass Aigition 
and cross the Daphnos for some reason, the Eurytanians would have been 
there to greet them. In a way, then, the Aetolians did know Demosthenes’ in- 
tentions from the start: they knew better than the Athenians and their allies. 

The Aetolians did more than just capitalize on a series of blunders in re- 
sponse to the invasion of 426. They were not fortuitously successful against 
the Athenians and their allies, and they certainly did not defend themselves 
on a whim. On the contrary, the fifth-century Aetolians, as an ethnos, had de- 
veloped a defensive strategy that they enacted shortly after the Athenians and 
their allies arrived at Oineon. 

No other explanation accounts for the Aetolians’ speed and sophistication 
in response to the invasion of 426. The only alternative is that Thucydides 
somehow made the Aetolians appear informed to soften the embarrassment 
of the Athenians. But the reconstruction of the Aetolian Rout of the Athenians 
shows that the Aetolians did not need such information to execute a successful 
defense. 

Yet we must ask, what motive did the Aetolians have to develop such a de- 
fense strategy? What was the large-scale threat? At first glance, there would 
seem to be no clear answer. There were no aggressive or expansionary poli- 
ties in the western mainland during the time in question, and limited-scale raid- 
ing and skirmishing with neighboring communities, though dangerous and 
potentially costly, did not threaten the existence of the Aetolian ethnos as a 
political entity. 
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We must remember, though, that late fifth-century Aetolia was an insulated, 
inland version of the Aetolia from previous generations, due primarily to the 
loss of Naupactus late in the sixth century or earlier in the fifth.’ Further- 
more, it was no secret that the Messenian Naupactians had wide-reaching con- 
nections, and in particular with the Athenians and their various allies. On 
their own, the Messenians of Naupactus were incapable of invading Aetolia, 
but they could bring a sizable group of allies to the region. 

The threat of such an invasion may have been more immediate to the Oph- 
ionians and Apodotians, but the Eurytanians had every reason to assist in 
maintaining the integrity of their ethnos. At some point around the turn of 
the fifth century, then, the three Aetolian tribes needed to address the possi- 
bility of invasion. 

The solution was an ethnos-wide system of defense that involved observ- 
ing, evading, and then surprising potential invaders by exploiting geo- 
graphical advantages—the mountains and woodlands—while relying on the 
cooperation and participation of a mobile civilian population.'” It was a ca- 
pability along these lines that the Messenians aimed to overwhelm with the 
help of the Athenians and their allies, not some feeble scatter of unfortified 
villages. Yet even then, the Messenians clearly underestimated the full extent 
of the Aetolians’ collective capabilities. 


In stark contrast to the prevailing practices of their day, the Aetolians devel- 
oped a sophisticated way of war that complemented, and was not determined 
by, the advantages of their physical environment.'™ Collectively, the Aetolians 
recognized potential large-scale threats and made arrangements to protect 
themselves, and they did this not as a formal koinon, or federal state, but as 
an ethnos. 

Larsen supposed that the Aetolians’ defensive action in 426 required the ex- 
istence of an “efficient central government,” but what he meant by “govern- 
ment” is ambiguous.'” He was not suggesting that the federal state recognizable 
in later periods also existed in the fifth century, but based strictly on the Aeto- 
lian Rout of the Athenians, he concluded that the fifth-century Aetolian eth- 
nos must have constituted some sort of political entity. Larsen called this entity 
a “tribal state,” and subsequent treatments of the fifth-century ethnos and the 
emergent Aetolian koinon have found no reason to disagree with his conclu- 
sion. The earliest evidence of a formal council, assembly, and a possible sys- 
tem of magistrates in Aetolia dates to 367, although even then the source is 
non-Aetolian. As for Aetolian coinage and Aetolian epigraphic evidence of the 
workings of a federal state, both were third-century phenomena. 1% 
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But if there is no debate to speak of regarding the existence of a fifth-century 
koinon in Aetolia, there is also no denying that the Ophionians, Apodotians, 
and Eurytanians made a commitment to defend each other and formulated a 
plan as to how they would do so. These three groups even sent representative 
embassies abroad, suggesting that the Aetolian ethnos also had something 
along the lines of a foreign policy. From this it would follow, as Larsen sug- 
gested, that the fifth-century Aetolians had developed some form of govern- 
ment for deciding on issues that impinged on the entire ethnos. 

Evidently, though, this loose confederation did not require a formal con- 
stitution or even standing institutions or offices to function. Without formal 
political structures, the Aetolians may have appeared backward to the polis- 
centric Greek world, but that mattered very little to the Aetolians. The Aeto- 
lians in fact constituted a coherent political entity thoroughly adapted to the 
demands of their geopolitical environment. The intricacies of this system may 
never be known, but the reconstruction of the Aetolian Rout of the Athenians 
shows that it was far from ineffective, “primitive,” or out of touch with the 
dynamics of the rest of the Greek world. 

By way of conclusion, it may be worth comparing the success of the fifth- 
century Aetolians with that of Aetolians from the late fourth century and then 
the third. Although aggressive and expansionary, Aetolians from later genera- 
tions never spread themselves too thin. That is, the Aetolian League remained 
firmly rooted in the same mountainous environment as the fifth-century eth- 
nos. Ironically, the way of war that the fifth-century Aetolians developed turned 
out to be better suited to the shifting demands of the fourth and third centu- 
ries, and aspects of it are recognizable in later generations. ° 

Perhaps this was no coincidence. The Aetolian League had every reason to 
retain the geographical advantages that the Aetolians from earlier generations 
exploited to such great effect. Furthermore, if the Aetolians of the late fourth 
century and the Hellenistic period did in fact build on the foundations of the 
fifth-century ethnos, their rise to power during this time should be less enig- 
matic. After all, they would have been building on what was already a rela- 
tively cohesive political formation, one with proven success in achieving desired 


ends in war. 


CHAPTER 3 


The Defense of Acarnania in 389 


During the sixth and early fifth centuries, Acar- 
nania consisted of three geographically and politically diverse regions: a large 
plain around the Acheloos River, a rugged mountainous region further inland, 
and a stretch of coastland extending from the Gulf of Corinth into the Ionian 
Sea.’ Before the classical period, this coastal region and its adjacent islands 
hosted a series of Corinthian colonies. The colonists, however, interacted min- 
imally with the inland inhabitants of Acarnania, of whom we know very little 
before the fifth century.” 

By the middle of the fifth century, some of these regional divisions had dis- 
solved. In terms of politics, most of the coastal colonies on the mainland were 
oriented toward the Acarnanians of the interior. But the islanders of Leucas, 
Kephallania, Ithaca, Zacythus, and Corcyra chose to remain independent. On 
some occasions, their independence led to conflict with the Corinthians and 
the Athenians, who viewed the Ionian Sea as a gateway to the Italian peninsula, 
Sicily, and the western Mediterranean.’ As a result, the Athenians went to great 
pains to establish and maintain influence in the region. Eventually, their inter- 
ests in the Ionian Sea came to involve the Acarnanians of the mainland. 

These mainlanders constituted an ethnos of Acarnanians—that is, a people 
recognizable to outsiders—but the internal structure of their polity by the 
middle of the fifth century remains unclear.* There were a number of Acarna- 
nian poleis both in the coastal region and further inland, and various popula- 
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tions lacking urban centers inhabited the region’s mountainous interior.’ 
Nevertheless, questions remain about the extent of political integration in Acar- 
nania, and in particular whether a koinon, or federal state, existed at this time. 

Proponents of a fifth-century koinon point to Stratos—a centrally located, 
inland polis—as clear evidence of a federal state.° That the fifth-century Acar- 
nanians developed an impressive urban center can only suggest that they were 
fashioning a federal capital for themselves, or so the argument goes. In addi- 
tion, Thucydides mentions the existence of a common court that existed at 
Olpae on the northern limits of Acarnanian territory circa 426. Some have 
taken this court as evidence of a federal judiciary.’ Furthermore, Xenophon 
says that in 389, Agesilaus sent an embassy to to koinon of the Acarnanians at 
Stratos.’ To some, to koinon must mean the Acarnanian federal government. 

But there are a few problems with these views. First, although Stratos occu- 
pied an unambiguously central location and was unusually developed among 
Acarnanian settlements during the time in question, Stratian coinage circa 450— 
400 gives no indication of the existence of a federal state, let alone a shared 
Acarnanian identity. In fact, Acarnanian coinage in general does not exhibit a 
common ethnic inscription until circa 350-330.’ As for epigraphic evidence of 
federal activities from Stratos, or from any other place in Acarnania, there is 
none. 

Furthermore, as proponents of an early koinon reluctantly admit, the court 
at Olpae may not have been the location of a federal judiciary at all, but a site 
where the Acarnanians settled disputes with their Amphilocian neighbors to 
the north. The language of Thucydides’ narrative is too ambiguous to say 
with certainty.'’ As for Xenophon’s notice of an Acarnanian koinon, it is clear 
that Agesilaus’s embassy addressed a diplomatic congress of Acarnanians, but 
there are no indications that this congress formed part of a standing govern- 
ment with jurisdiction over the entire region. Since Xenophon may have had 
only a rudimentary understanding of the Acarnanians, his brief notice by itself 
cannot be taken as definitive evidence of a formal federal structure. 

More important, we have no internal evidence from Acarnania that indi- 
cates the existence of a federal state during the fifth and early fourth centuries— 
nothing, that is, comparable to the inscriptions from the second half of the 
fourth century and the Hellenistic period.'* Based on events documented by 
outsiders, a loose confederation of Acarnanian political communities clearly 
existed as early as the second half of the fifth century.” At the very least, by the 
first quarter of the fourth century, the Acarnanians were well on their way to 
establishing the federal state recognizable in the Hellenistic period. 

Otherwise, the Acarnanians constitute yet another case of a somewhat 
aloof upland ethnos on the classical Greek mainland. They rarely took part in 
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major Greek affairs during the fifth and fourth centuries until circa 375, and 
only when Athens, Corinth, or Sparta took interest in their region, which was 
not often. In fact, as a collective, the Acarnanians had to deal with external 
aggression on only two occasions. The first was Phormio’s brief incursion into 
the Acarnanian interior in the winter of 429 when, for some reason, Thucydides 
was more interested in detailing the course of the Acheloos River than the ac- 
tivities of the Athenians and Acarnanians.'* The other was the Spartan-led 
invasion of 389 documented by Xenophon. Xenophon, unlike Thucydides, 
took great interest in the actions of the invaders and defenders alike. His nar- 
rative is the most extensive account of the Acarnanians’ collective activities 
for the entire classical period, and the analysis in this chapter seeks to answer 
a series of questions relating to it. 

First, given that the Acarnanians constituted some sort of political entity 
during the time in question, what does the Defense of 389 reveal about their 
internal organization and collective capabilities during the early fourth century? 
Building on this, can we identify continuities between the defensive activities 
documented by Xenophon and those from earlier periods? Furthermore, if the 
distinction between the Acarnanian ethnos and koinon is unclear, are there 
any indications that the Defense of 389 was a federal defense? Ultimately, 
the chapter will show that not only had the Acarnanians developed a sophisti- 
cated defensive strategy that predated the invasion of 389, but their collective 
capabilities were rooted in the pre-koinon era of their history. 


Past Approaches and Sources 


Despite a relatively shallow depth of analysis, no study of the fifth- and fourth- 
century Acarnanians has ever overlooked the Defense of Acarnania in 389. 
But beyond referencing the Defense as the earliest mention of an Acarnanian 
koinon, no scholarly approach has investigated what the incident itself might 
reveal about the collective capabilities of the Acarnanians during the early 
fourth century. Why? Because Xenophon’s usage of to koinon says very little 
about the internal structure and organization of the Acarnanian polity, and if 
that structure and organization is the main point of interest, the incident has 
little else to offer. 

In topographical studies, the Defense of Acarnania has been the focal point 
of a centuries-long debate regarding the location of the violent encounter be- 
tween Acarnanians and Spartans in 389. This debate will be important for our 
understanding of the incident and so is discussed in depth below. At present, 
suffice it to say that as illuminating as these studies have been, not a single one 
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has ever considered whether the Acarnanians engineered the site of their en- 
counter with the Spartans. 

Studies of the so-called Corinthian War of 395-387 have treated the Spartan- 
led invasion of Acarnania in 389 as a sideshow to more important develop- 
ments in the northern Peloponnese.” In some ways, this is a legitimate 
perspective. After all, the ramifications of the Defense vis-a-vis broader affairs 
within the Greek world appear to have been slight. 

But what is troubling about this perspective is that it views the outcome of 
the Defense as a Spartan success, and in particular a success of Agesilaus.'° 
Since Xenophon provides the only narrative account of the encounter, this in- 
terpretation still prevails. Plutarch, Pausanias, and Polyaenus summarily treat 
the Defense, but they are in full agreement with Xenophon and make no ad- 
ditions to his account in the Hellenica.” In fact, the language and structure of 
each of these later narratives are so similar to that of Xenophon’s that all three 
were likely derivatives thereof. To complicate matters even further, no other 
contemporary source exists for comparison with Xenophon. 

This source situation raises a series of concerns. The first has to do with 
Xenophon’s methodology. As is well known, Xenophon based his historical 
writings almost entirely on memory. Furthermore, there are few indications 
that he conducted his own investigation of events in which he did not partici- 
pate or that did not involve his close associates. As a result, Xenophon tended 
to remain silent on matters for which he had no information. 

Given the basis of his historical method, the material Xenophon did relate 
was subject to the vagaries of memory and the various interests and agendas 
of his sources.'* Most important, Xenophon was an open admirer of the Spar- 
tans. He could be critical of particular actions, but in general he was sympa- 
thetic toward the Spartans’ cause and wrote about them favorably. Furthermore, 
Xenophon positively adored Agesilaus and cast the actions of the Spartan king 
in as positive a light as possible. His account of what Agesilaus allegedly ac- 
complished in Acarnania in 389 is no exception. In addition, and not surpris- 
ingly, Xenophon is effectively silent on the organization and leadership of the 
Acarnanian defense. Consequently, he offers only a one-sided perspective of 
the encounter slanted entirely in favor of the invading army. 

Despite these concerns, Christopher Tuplin has demonstrated that there 
are rarely grounds to doubt Xenophon’s accuracy in relating the dynamics of 
actual military engagements, especially in the Hellenica.” In this case, Xeno- 
phon’s narrative of the Defense of Acarnania is internally coherent, contains 
descriptions of terrain that are reconcilable to the topography of the region, 
and is based on eyewitness accounts.” If Xenophon did not take part in the 
Spartan-led invasion of Acarnania in 389 (and it is possible that he did), he certainly 
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had direct access to Agesilaus, the commander of the invading army.” In short, 
no aspect of the narrative appears to have been the work of Xenophon’s imag- 
ination. To reconstruct the dynamics of the Defense and evaluate its greater 
significance, the analysis below uses archaeological and topographical stud- 
ies to read Xenophon’s narrative against the grain. 

Before turning to this narrative, some context is necessary: Toward the end 
of the first decade of the fourth century, the fifth year of the Corinthian War, 
the Spartans found themselves pitted against the recently formed quadruple 
alliance of Athens, Boeotia, Argos, and Corinth.” By 390, most of the fight- 
ing centered on the northern Peloponnese, where the Spartans were experi- 
encing a mix of minor successes around Corinth. They also suffered a few 
setbacks, first in Arcadia and then a disaster near Lechaeum engineered by 
Iphicrates and his peltasts.” 

In contrast, the Acarnanians were mostly aloof from the conflict. They were 
allied with the Athenians and Boeotians as early as 394, when they sent a con- 
tingent of light-armed fighters to support the Corinthians at Nemea.* Short 
of that, they kept to their own affairs, although not peacefully. Making good 
use of their alliance, the Acarnanians were pursuing their own territorial in- 
terests in the western mainland, namely, the settlement of Calydon. Eventu- 
ally, their aggression prompted a response from the coalition opposing the 
Athenians and Boeotians and brought the fighting of the Corinthian War to 
the Acarnanians’ own borders. 


The Defense 


In the late summer of 389, an embassy of Achaeans gained an audience in 
Sparta and asked for help. The Acarnanians were attacking Calydon, had com- 
pelled the Achaeans to maintain a garrison there, and now, with assistance 
from the Athenians and Boeotians, were threatening to seize the Achaeans’ 
sole “overseas” possession.” The Achaeans did not merely request aid from 
their Spartan allies. They threatened to send the majority of their military re- 
sources across the Gulf of Corinth should the Spartans refuse. In other words, 
the Achaeans were going to abandon the Spartans’ war in the Peloponnese. 
And if the Achaeans still could not protect the Calydonians, they had plans to 
make peace with the Acarnanians and their allies.” 

According to Xenophon, “The ephors and the assembly decided that they 
had to launch an expedition with the Achaeans against the Acarnanians, so 
they sent Agesilaus with two morai and a contingent of allies.””” This was no 
token gesture on the part of the ephors. At this time, the entire Lacedaemo- 
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nian army consisted of only six morai, conventionally referred to as regiments. 
Each mora consisted of anywhere between 600 and 1,100 hoplites.” The Spar- 
tans sent at least one-third of their standing army under the charge of their 
most competent commander. The threat worked. 

Accompanying the two morai would have been approximately 120 to 300 
Lacedaemonian horsemen (hippeis), meaning that the Spartan force totaled 
about 1,400 to 2,500 individuals.” The rest of the allies are unnamed in Xeno- 
phon’s narrative, but whoever they were, there is no indication that they con- 
tributed much to the effort.” In comparison, “the Achaeans joined the 
expedition in full force.”?! 

The capabilities of the Achaean ethnos at this time are somewhat vague. 
The twelve “divisions” of Herodotus’s day provided a means of summoning 
and organizing resources on a large scale, but estimating even an approximate 
size of the Achaean contingent is speculative.’ Assuming the Achaeans at full 
force numbered at least five hundred, the entire expeditionary force would 
have ranged between 2,000 and 4,000 individuals. At its lowest estimate, the 
army about to cross the Gulf of Corinth was menacing, and it certainly made 
an impression on the Acarnanians who observed its arrival. 

Xenophon reports, “After Agesilaus crossed, all of the Acarnanians from the 
country districts fled into the towns [asté], and they withdrew their livestock in- 
land to prevent their animals from being captured.”” The Acarnanians took two 
precautionary measures in response to the pending invasion. They headed toward 
their fortified and more defensible settlements, and they sent their valuable live- 
stock to the mountainous interior of Acarnania, well outside of the invading ar- 
my’s reach. Xenophon does not specify the actual landing site, but given the 
Acarnanians’ response, there are only two possibilities. The first is somewhere 
along the Calydonian coast, or more likely, somewhere in the Paracheloitis re- 
gion, a spacious and fertile plain near the mouth of the Acheloos River (map 4).*4 

But Xenophon’s description of the Acarnanians’ response should give pause. 
A powerful army arrives, and the natives head for the hills; this sounds very 
much like a literary trope. Given the circumstances, though, such a response 
on the part of the Acarnanians actually made the most sense. First, the Acar- 
nanians simply could not have been oblivious to maritime activity along their 
coastal borders, especially the Acarnanians at Oiniadai.* Additionally, if the 
Acarnanians were preparing another attack on Calydon, there already would 
have been an increased Acarnanian presence near the coast. In each case, a 
large number of non-Athenian vessels transporting personnel, horses, and mil- 
itary equipment meant trouble. 

For the Acarnanians, abandoning the countryside in favor of fortified in- 
land settlements likely was a standard response, as it was during the fifth 
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century. For instance, when the Spartans under Eurylochus made their way 
through Acarnanian territory in the winter of 426, they found the land empty 
of its inhabitants: the Acarnanians who had not gone to the aid of Amphilocian 
Argos were garrisoned at Stratos.*° 

To return to Xenophon’s narrative of the invasion of 389: “When Agesi- 
laus arrived at the border of enemy territory, he sent an embassy to the congress 
[koinon] of the Acarnanians at Stratos.”*” Stratos was a large, inland polis, ap- 
proximately fifty kilometers from the coast, well developed during the classi- 
cal period, and evidently, also the location of the Acarnanians’ decision-making 
assembly. Importantly, the geographical distance from the coast and the time 
it would have taken to gather the Acarnanian assembly gave the Acarnanians 
more time to prepare their defense, even if the embassy went on horseback. 
Once both parties were assembled at Stratos, Xenophon writes that Agesilaus’s 
embassy “announced that if the Acarnanians did not renounce their alliance 
with the Boeotians and Athenians and become allies of the Spartans and 
Achaeans he would ravage their entire country—one portion after another— 
and would spare nothing.”** Before responding to the Spartans’ ultimatum, 
the Acarnanians had to take into account a variety of factors—above all was 
their long-standing affiliation with the Athenians and enmity with the Achaeans. 
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Would there be serious repercussions if the Acarnanians broke their alliance 
with the Athenians? For that matter, with a force of Spartans and their allies 
poised to devastate the Acarnanians’ agricultural resources, would the Athe- 
nians offer assistance? If not, could the Acarnanians sustain the consequences 
of the imminent invasion? That is, how confident were the Acarnanians in 
their own defensive capabilities? 

The extent to which the congress of Acarnanians weighed these contingen- 
cies is unclear, but the embassy clearly failed to make a persuasive case: “Since 
the Acarnanians refused, Agesilaus did as he said he would: he advanced no 
more than ten or twelve stadia per day, devastating the land methodically.”” 
The invaders covered approximately two kilometers per day, destroying what- 
ever agricultural resources they encountered, such as grains, fruit trees (in- 
cluding olive trees), and vines.*° Systematically destroying these resources 
in the fertile Paracheloitis region would have been an intensive and time- 
consuming task, especially east of the Acheloos where the invasion most 
likely began*'—hence the slow advance. 

“Because of the army’s slowness, the Acarnanians thought it was safe to 
drive their livestock down from the mountains and to go on cultivating the 
greater part of the countryside.” Xenophon’s description seems like a natu- 
ral enough response. After all, most Acarnanian territory was west of the 
Acheloos River, well out of the invading army’s reach, and the Acarnanians 
could withdraw their livestock again if necessary. Notice, though, what the 
Acarnanians did not do, namely, marshal support from their Athenian and 
Boeotian allies. Why? Is this merely a function of Xenophon’s limited knowl- 
edge? Perhaps, but as the defense of Acarnania unfolds, the Acarnanians’ al- 
lies are nowhere to be found, at least not in Acarnania.*” 

It could be that the invading army prevented the Acarnanians from reaching 
their allies; this is unlikely, however, because it required only a single messenger 
to summon aid. Perhaps the Acarnanians underestimated the intentions of the 
invading army. In fact, maybe they were overconfident, as Agesilaus thought. 

Xenophon continues: “On the fifteenth or sixteenth day after the start of 
the invasion, when it seemed to Agesilaus that the Acarnanians were now 
overly confident, he made a sacrifice early in the day and marched the army 
160 stadia before evening to the lake around which nearly all of the Acarna- 
nians’ livestock was located.” If the invaders maintained their two-kilometer- 
per-day pace, at this point they would have advanced approximately thirty to 
thirty-two kilometers. If they advanced north in a relatively straight line, as 
opposed to a more realistic meandering route, they would have been approach- 
ing the southern limits of the Stratike region—that is, the district surround- 
ing the polis of Stratos.” 
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This means that the 160-stadia march matched the distance that the army 
had covered in two and a half weeks. Without question, a certain amount of 
scouting enabled Agesilaus to learn of the location of the Acarnanians’ live- 
stock, and the individuals who gathered this information likely were the same 
ones who led the army to the lake.*° 

Yet the lake itself is unnamed. Its identification has generated some con- 
troversy, but its location is actually less important for understanding what 
unfolded in Acarnania in 389.*” At present, it is important to note that the 
Acarnanians only seemed overly confident to Agesilaus. This is a crucial dis- 
tinction. In the past, scholars have all too easily ascribed a complacent state of 
mind to the Acarnanians, based solely on Xenophon’s account.*® 

When Agesilaus reached the Acarnanians’ herds, Xenophon writes, “he 
seized great numbers of cattle and horses, all sorts of livestock, and many 
slaves.”*? Why do we hear only of slaves? What happened to the rest of the 
Acarnanians? Did a hostile army numbering in the thousands march through 
the heart of Acarnanian territory over the course of an entire day and go un- 
noticed? Why were the Acarnanians so careless as to leave their valuable herds 
and slaves unguarded? 

In the context of Agesilaus’s invasion, the animals and slaves were indeed 
booty, “taken by the spear,” but there is no indication that the invaders faced 
any resistance in seizing the Acarnanians’ resources.” On the contrary, Xeno- 
phon continues, “after the seizure, [Agesilaus] remained there for the next day, 
and sold the booty.” The individuals to whom Agesilaus sold the booty re- 
main a puzzle. The most reasonable explanation is that merchants accompa- 
nied the invading army.” If so, where did they go after they bought the livestock 
and slaves? Did they stay with the army and witness the Spartan commander’s 
own case of overconfidence? 

“While Agesilaus was camped on the mountain slopes,” writes Xenophon, 
“many Acarnanian peltasts arrived.”’? Consider what this development pre- 
sumes. Within twenty-four hours of Agesilaus’s arrival at the lake and the 
seizure and sale of the livestock and slaves, a specialized contingent of Acar- 
nanians, undetected, had assembled and approached the army’s camp.™* By 
this time, the Acarnanians had had almost three weeks to observe the size, 
activities, and disposition of the invading army, a task ideally suited to the light- 
armed peltasts native to the region. The 160-stadia cross-country march sim- 
ply could not have gone unnoticed and in fact may have been unopposed for 
a very good reason.” 

From the invaders’ perspective, the arrival of the peltasts was the first hos- 
tile act encountered since landing in Acarnania, but it was not the Acarnanians’ 
first defensive activity. On the contrary, after Agesilaus crossed the Gulf of 
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Corinth, what seemed to Xenophon (or his source) as essentially a fear response 
on the part of the Acarnanians was just the opposite. Rather than “fleeing” to 
the safety of their fortified settlements, the Acarnanians were rushing to mo- 
bilization points to prepare their defense.’ That Agesilaus met with no resis- 
tance when capturing the livestock and slaves only reinforces this view—the 
Acarnanians responsible for defending their ethnos were attending to just that. 
Now it was time to attack. 

“Hurling and slinging projectiles from the ridge of the mountain, they re- 
mained unharmed and forced the army down onto the level ground, even 
though the invaders were already preparing their evening meal.””” Xenophon 
goes on to use five separate verbs for discharging missiles. The first two here 
indicate that the Acarnanians’ initial volleys consisted of javelins, light spears, 
and clay, stone, or lead bullets fired from slings.” 

The Acarnanians attacked when the invaders were preparing a meal, which 
suggests a sense of timing based on direct observation of the invading army. 
Agesilaus’s army seems to have responded effectively, at least to a certain ex- 
tent, since it took the Acarnanians some time to force the invaders off the 
mountain slope. 

From the invaders’ perspective, the attack may have seemed like mere ha- 
rassment. The Acarnanians disturbed their meal, forced them to change the 
location of their camp after they had settled in for the evening, and perhaps 
even wounded a few individuals, but they did not follow up on their success. 
They did just the opposite: “At night the Acarnanians went away.”*® 

The Acarnanians did not trouble the invaders after nightfall. Instead, they 
kept quiet, remained out of site, and evidently, refrained from making fires. 
Such is the import of “went away,” but the Acarnanians had not gone any- 
where. In fact, forcing the invading army down into the level ground was the 
first openly hostile act in a sophisticated, well-coordinated attack. 

“The soldiers posted sentries and slept.”® With this remark, Xenophon sug- 
gests that Agesilaus, contrary to the Spartans’ customary practice, had not 
posted sentries on the mountain slope. Perhaps he was relying on the security 
of the terrain before the Acarnanians’ arrival.*' This seeming complacency 
may be an indication that the accumulated exhaustion of the two-and-a-half- 
week invasion, the devastation of the Acarnanian countryside, and the thirty- 
kilometer march cross country was taking its toll on the Spartans and their 
allies. If so, this could not have been lost on the Acarnanians and may have 
indicated to them that it was time to attack. But with sentries now posted, the 
invaders passed the night uneventfully. 

“The next day Agesilaus started to lead the army away. But the route out of 
the meadow and plain around the lake was narrow because of the encircling 
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mountains.”® Xenophon’s description of the terrain is quite clear: the army 
camped in a relatively flat, grassy area next to a lake, surrounded by mountains, 
and from the invaders’ perspective, this basin had only one narrow exit. Given 
this description and the approximate distance that the invading army had cov- 
ered since its arrival in Acarnania, nineteenth-century topographers identified 
three likely candidates for the lake of Xenophon’s narrative, all within three to 
five kilometers of each other: Lake Ambracia, the Lake of Lutraki, and the 
Lake of Podovinissa.® Pritchett conducted his own survey of the region and 
backed the identification of the Lake of Lutraki, but most recently, Landgraf 
and Schmidt have argued for the southern tip of Lake Ambracia.™ 

This debate is highly significant not because researchers have been unable 
to identify with certainty the site of the violent encounter in 389; rather, 
because there are at least three lakes that are reconcilable to Xenophon’s nar- 
rative. In other words, the Acarnanians could have executed their attack in any 
number of places within their territory. It was no coincidence that the Acar- 
nanians sent their livestock to the site described by Xenophon. Evidently, Ag- 
esilaus took the Acarnanian bait. 

The Acarnanian peltasts had ensured that the invading army moved away 
from the encircling heights and down into the bottom of this natural basin. 
Even more Acarnanians had escaped Agesilaus’s notice in occupying these 
heights, because as the invading army attempted to advance out of the natu- 
ral basin, Xenophon explains, “the Acarnanians, in control [of the high ground], 
were launching projectiles and hurling javelins from the heights above the right 
of the army.”® 

Xenophon gives no indication that the Acarnanians surprised the army to 
great effect, but if they did, the invading force weathered the attack. It appears 
that the assailants kept themselves at a distance just as they had done the pre- 
vious day, but instead of merely harassing the invaders, “the Acarnanians grad- 
ually descended to the lowest slopes, pressed their attack, and made things so 
difficult that the army was no longer able to advance.” The invaders could 
no longer rely on their individual shields to deflect sling stones and javelins 
from their right flank as they moved toward the exit of the basin. They had to 
turn and respond to the attack. At first glance, this may have seemed like a 
simple task from the invaders’ perspective, since the Acarnanian slingers were 
likely the ones spearheading the assault. 

The closer the Acarnanian slingers could get to the army, the higher the 
impact velocity of their sling stones would be, and the slingers needed to be 
within at least 100 to 150 meters of their targets to inflict significant damage.” 
Furthermore, because of the high velocity and consequent flat trajectory of 
the sling-fired projectiles, the slingers also needed to remain above the peltasts 
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and javelineers on the slope, or at least rush in front of them to fire at the army. 
On relatively level ground, the javelineers could lob their projectiles over the 
heads of the slingers, but the reverse was not the case. 

The gradual descent that Xenophon mentions would have made room for 
more Acarnanians to join the fight, although the Acarnanians would not have 
wanted to flood the slope with slingers and javelineers in case they needed to 
retreat. In response, the invaders formed a phalanx, and some actively coun- 
tered the Acarnanian attack, but “the hoplites and hippeis who broke out of 
the phalanx in pursuit of their attackers were doing no damage since the Acar- 
nanians were always quick to fall back to strong-points.”°* 

There are no indications that the hoplites and hippeis attempted a coor- 
dinated assault. If they did, it did not matter, since the Acarnanians quickly 
withdrew to what would have been unassailable positions and presumably 
continued to shoot at those who had rushed out of the phalanx.” 

Given Xenophon’s silence on the matter, one has to wonder about the fate 
of these bold attackers. Outside of the phalanx, they would have been easy 
targets for the slingers and javelineers who were not currently being chased 
up the slope. Perhaps the Acarnanians were aware of this. By approaching the 
army now consolidated in defense, they may have been attempting to draw 
individuals out from the protection of the phalanx just as Iphicrates’ peltasts 
did against the Spartans at Lechaeum the previous year.” In the wake of 
Lechaeum, Agesilaus’s apparent lack of light-armed troops is curious. The ex- 
planation of silence on Xenophon’s part will not suffice: Xenophon knew and 
appreciated the value of peltasts like no other contemporary source, and he 
mentioned their contributions throughout his writings.” Without peltasts or 
other light-armed troops, the Spartans were at a major disadvantage. 

“Realizing that it would be difficult to exit the narrow pass under these con- 
ditions, Agesilaus decided to go after the large number of attackers pressing 
hard from the left.””* Here we learn from Xenophon that Agesilaus was deal- 
ing not only with the Acarnanian slingers and javelineers to the army’s right, 
but an even larger-scale attack from the other side of the basin. Using the ter- 
rain to their advantage and remaining undetected, the Acarnanians had sur- 
rounded and attacked a sizable invading army led by one of the most seasoned 
commanders in the Greek world at the time.” Although that is remarkable 
in itself, we have yet to see the full extent of the Acarnanians’ defensive 
capabilities. 

First, though, a few observations on the current situation: The exact na- 
ture of the Acarnanian attack from the army’s left is unclear. The hoplites and 
horsemen who were rushing out of the phalanx were targeting only the sling- 
ers and javelineers on their right. Perhaps, then, the Acarnanians attacking 
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from the other side of the basin were keeping their distance, although still 
“pressing hard” with sustained volleys of sling stones and javelins.”* 

By this time, Agesilaus would have realized that he needed to move the 
army out of the basin as soon as possible. The pass appeared to be unguarded— 
although the Acarnanians may have had a surprise waiting for anyone who at- 
tempted to exit it—but as we saw, the army could no longer advance in that 
direction. In the opposite direction was the lake, and the army as a whole could 
not traverse the steep and well-guarded terrain to the right. The only remain- 
ing option was the other side of the basin, since, as Xenophon explains, “the 
mountain in this direction was more traversable for both hoplites and horses.”” 

Agesilaus made a plan to break out of the basin, circulated it to the rest of 
the Spartans and their allies, and prepared a sacrifice. The Acarnanians could 
have observed this activity, and they may have responded in some way.’”° On 
this point, Xenophon mentions that “while Agesilaus was making the sacri- 
fice, the Acarnanians continued to launch projectiles and hurl javelins, and 
coming in close, they were wounding many.” The Acarnanians in both di- 
rections were still attacking. The Acarnanians on the more traversable slope 
were now closing with Agesilaus’s army and firing sling stones and javelins 
from a closer distance—again, as close as 100 to 150 meters. The notice that 
the Acarnanians were wounding many is the first of only two indications in 
Xenophon’s entire narrative that some of the invaders actually bled in Acar- 
nania. Despite Xenophon’s potential understatement, it does seem that the in- 
vading army was holding up well. Nevertheless, the Acarnanians were wearing 
down the army that they had trapped in the basin and by all accounts were 
steadily subduing the invaders. 

“But when Agesilaus gave the command, the fifteen-year class rushed out 
from the hoplites, the hippeis charged, and Agesilaus himself followed with the 
others.””* By “gave the command,” Xenophon likely meant that Agesilaus or- 
dered a salpinx call. The cries of the wounded and the shouting of those still 
fighting combined with the impacts and reverberations of Acarnanian projec- 
tiles on shields and armor would have made a verbal signal inaudible, espe- 
cially one intended for a large portion of the army.” 

The fifteen-year class—those aged twenty to thirty-five—would have been 
the most physically competent of the Spartan hoplites, and this time, the hip- 
peis advanced on their horses. Xenophon cannot resist adding that Agesilaus 
also advanced, but with the unnamed “others” behind the leading wave. Given 
the nature of the Acarnanians’ weapons, the hoplites would have needed to 
retain their shields and helmets for the assault. In addition, the Spartans’ light- 
weight pilos helmets would have been no burden, and importantly, they of- 
fered additional protection.*° 
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“The Acarnanians who had advanced down the mountain and were throw- 
ing missiles turned around quickly but were killed to a man as they fled.”®? 
Agesilaus’s tactical acumen here is remarkable. He waited for the Acarnanians 
to approach and signaled the assault while the Acarnanians were launching— 
or more likely, preparing to launch—another volley of javelins.*” In the pro- 
cess of firing, the Acarnanians would have been least prepared to run back up 
the mountain. As the uncoordinated and ineffective Spartan rushes from earlier 
in the encounter revealed, the invaders needed every possible advantage against 
their speedy assailants. 

The annihilation of the slingers and javelineers was the invaders’ first suc- 
cess, but not the end of their difficulties: “On the summit, Acarnanian hop- 
lites were drawn up for battle as was the majority of the peltasts, and they 
stood firm.”* The intricacy of the Acarnanian attack is now on full display: 
the Acarnanians had prepared a phalanx of their own, supported presumably 
by the same peltasts who had initiated the Acarnanians’ attack so effectively 
the previous day. But this development also raises a number of questions. 

First, was it the Acarnanians’ intention to lure the invading army up the 
slope so the Acarnanian hoplites could attack with the aid of the peltasts and 
an extraordinary terrain advantage?™ If so, this would explain why the Acar- 
nanians initially kept their distance on this side of the basin and pressed the 
attack from the other. Then again, were the slingers and javelineers meant to 
soften up the army so these hoplites and peltasts could attack at the most op- 
portune time? For that matter, were Acarnanian hoplites drawn up for battle 
all around the basin or just on this side? 

Either way, it bears emphasizing that the Acarnanians had not only as- 
sembled and deployed this coordinated force in a relatively short amount of 
time—roughly from the time the Acarnanian peltasts located the invading 
army camped on the mountain slope—but also executed their sophisticated 
attack undetected. As Xenophon writes, “They launched various projectiles 
and threw their spears, wounding the cavalrymen and killing some horses.”* 
To the credit of the Spartan fifteen-year class and hippeis, they continued the 
assault up the slope, and by doing so, prevented a rout. Had they hesitated, 
and if the Acarnanian hoplites and peltasts then advanced, a fight on the slope 
would have ensued. 

Notice that the Acarnanian—quite unusually—threw their spears. Xeno- 
phon may have included this detail to convey a sense of desperation, that is, 
the undeterred Spartan assault rattled the Acarnanian phalanx. Yet it is entirely 
possible that each Acarnanian hoplite carried two spears, threw one, and con- 
tinued to stand firm with the other. (Xenophon does not say who did the actual 
throwing.)*° The Acarnanians would have known that they were up against a 
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contingent of Spartan cavalry, so it is possible that the peltasts brought heavier 
spears for this very reason. 

“But when they were almost within reach of the Lacedaemonian hoplites, 
they retreated.”*’ Note the slight discrepancy in Xenophon’s narrative. Earlier 
he claimed that the fifteen-year class was to lead the assault up the slope, but 
it is clear that the horsemen were the first to engage with the Acarnanian hop- 
lite and peltast contingents. Despite Xenophon’s best efforts to downplay the 
Acarnanians’ actions—they wounded the cavalrymen (all of them?) and killed 
“some” horses—the hoplites and peltasts in fact stopped the cavalry charge 
and were still standing firm. 

But in the end, the Acarnanians wheeled around and retreated.** The persis- 
tent assault of the Spartan fifteen-year class with the rest of the Lacedaemonian 
and Achaean hoplites in tow was too much.” The Acarnanian hoplites may 
have been outnumbered, or perhaps the unnamed Acarnanian generals were 
smart enough to avoid fighting the Lacedaemonian army on equal footing. 

To answer some of the questions raised above, it does not appear that Acar- 
nanian hoplites stood ready out of sight on the other side of the basin. If they 
were, one has to wonder why they did not attack when they saw the invading 
army launch its assault. Instead, it seems that the Acarnanian slingers and jave- 
lineers on the steeper slope withdrew when they saw that the invaders were 
making their way out of the basin. Since these particular Acarnanians were 
also preventing the army from moving toward the narrow exit, it is most likely 
that they were attempting to compel (or lure) the invading army up the slope 
for a decisive engagement. In other words, the Acarnanians left Agesilaus only 
one option. 

“On that day, about 300 of them died.””° The significance of this number 
is difficult to gauge. For one, although Xenophon has hinted at the high casu- 
alty rate sustained by Agesilaus’s army, he does not relate the number of in- 
vaders slain or the status of the wounded for comparison. It would be helpful 
to know, for instance, how many of Agesilaus’s wounded were still able to fight 
and how many could no longer contribute to the invasion. Xenophon also does 
not specify the various contingents to which the three hundred Acarnanians 
who died in the encounter belonged. Modern scholarship has yet to treat this 
as a problem. But the rest of Xenophon’s narrative provides enough informa- 
tion to discern who these Acarnanians were, and this sheds light on a significant 
aspect of the Acarnanian defense. 

First, as there is no indication of a rout and pursuit of the Acarnanian hop- 
lites in Xenophon’s narrative—on the contrary, Xenophon clearly states that 
they withdrew before coming within reach of the Lacedaemonians—very few 
Acarnanian hoplites would have been included in the three hundred. In addi- 
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tion, the Acarnanian peltasts who were drawn up for battle out of sight could 
have easily outrun the Lacedaemonian hoplites just as the Acarnanian sling- 
ers and javelineers on the army’s right had evaded the hoplites and hippeis who 
broke out of the phalanx. 

This means that the wave of slingers and javelineers “great in number,” 
caught and killed to a man in the army’s charge out of the basin, constituted 
the most significant portion of the three hundred Acarnanian dead.” These 
individuals were some of the youngest, poorest, and least specialized mem- 
bers of the Acarnanians’ defensive repertoire, and from a commander’s per- 
spective, the easiest to replace.” 

Furthermore, to judge from Xenophon’s account, the Acarnanians did not 
even admit defeat by requesting to recover their dead, a detail that Xenophon 
tended to include in his narratives of military encounters.” Nevertheless, “after 
that, Agesilaus set up a trophy, and going around from there, cut down and 
scorched the countryside.”** Destruction by fire was absent from the army’s 
earlier devastation activities. Perhaps Xenophon meant to convey a sense of 
heightened aggression on the part of the invaders in response to the disaster 
that they had nearly suffered. Or maybe Agesilaus ordered the scorching to 
elicit a response from the Acarnanians, that is, to fight in the open. If the lat- 
ter, he was unsuccessful. 

“Compelled by the Achaeans, he even attacked some of the poleis, but he 
did not take a single one.”” The distinction, if any, that Xenophon made be- 
tween the Acarnanian poleis here and the asté from earlier in his narrative is 
unclear, as is the nature of these attacks and the Acarnanians’ defensive meth- 
ods.*° Given the logistical constraints of the invasion and the time that had 
already passed, the burning and “besieging” portion of the invasion could have 
lasted only two to four weeks.” The Acarnanians refused to fight Agesilaus 
on his terms, and Agesilaus avoided fighting the Acarnanians on theirs. 

Logistics aside, Agesilaus did not want to stay in Acarnania once the colder 
seasons started to approach. Heavy rainfalls would have restricted his army’s 
mobility, leaving the invaders vulnerable to yet another Acarnanian attack.” 
And so “when autumn was coming on, he left the country.”*? 


Aftermath 


The Achaeans were less than pleased with the outcome of the invasion. They 
had asked Agesilaus to stay in the country long enough to prevent the Acar- 
nanians from sowing their fields, but he refused, claiming that the more the 
Acarnanians sowed their fields, the more willingly they would come to terms 
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with the Spartans and their allies the following year. Unimpressed, and citing 
Agesilaus’s inability to gain control of a single Acarnanian polis, the Achae- 
ans concluded that the expedition had accomplished nothing. (Xenophon kept 
his own view of the matter to himself.)'°° Was there anything to the Achae- 


ans’ claim? 


Analysis 


Part of the Achaeans’ grievance with Agesilaus was that not only had he failed 
to win over a single Acarnanian polis by force, but that he was unable to do so 
through diplomacy. Agesilaus left the region without the Acarnanians having 
agreed to anything—no truce with the Achaeans, no alliance with the Spar- 
tans, not even a pledge to cease from attacking the Calydonians. 

Beyond the Achaeans’ grievances, there are some additional factors to ex- 
plore. First, did the invasion bring about economic ruin for the Acarnanians? 
Without question, the crop destruction and disruption of the harvest in 389 
would have been significant, but the Acarnanians should have been prepared 
for at least one bad year. Preventing the Acarnanians from sowing their fields 
would have been far more devastating. In fact, with their harvest partially de- 
stroyed and the invading army blocking them from sowing their fields, the 
Acarnanians might have been willing to consider an offer from Agesilaus. Given 
the Acarnanians’ initial response to the Spartan embassy at Stratos, though, 
Agesilaus probably figured that they would refuse any terms and instead pre- 
pare another attack. If so, the Spartans needed to be cautious; they had barely 
escaped their first engagement with the Acarnanians. 

The fate of the Acarnanians’ livestock and slaves raises additional questions. 
As with the disruption of the harvest, the loss of these possessions would have 
been significant, but did the Acarnanians actually lose them? It is difficult to 
say. The first and last that we hear of the livestock and slaves is the brief no- 
tice in Xenophon’s narrative. In addition, not only is the identity of the sup- 
posed merchants unknown, but Xenophon gives no indication as to where they 
went after buying the livestock and slaves. (To be fair, he may not have known.) 

Nevertheless, whoever the merchants were, they could not have gone far 
in the span of a day or two, and wherever they went, they still would have 
been near the heart of Acarnanian territory. Burdened with Acarnanian live- 
stock and slaves, these merchants would have been easy targets as soon as they 
left the protection of the invading army. Xenophon and his sources had no way 
of knowing what happened to the livestock and slaves after Agesilaus sold them 
near the lake. But the Acarnanians were already in the vicinity of whichever 
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direction the merchants actually went. We know this because the Acarnanians 
attacked the Spartans and their allies the following evening. 

It is possible that some merchants remained with Agesilaus and then fol- 
lowed the invading army out of Acarnania. Some of the merchants could have 
even been Calydonians. Again, though, the army’s protection would have 
lasted only until the Spartans left the region. And once the invading army left, 
the Acarnanians easily could have regained their livestock and slaves. As events 
leading up to the invasion of 389 showed, the Acarnanians were fully capable 
of attacking coastal settlements beyond their own borders. Consequently, it 
is difficult to sustain the notion that the invasion brought about agricultural 
or economic ruin for the Acarnanians. 

That said, the Acarnanians did send an embassy to Sparta the following 
spring to make peace with the Achaeans and become allies of the Spartans. 
According to Xenophon, they did so because Agesilaus was making prepara- 
tions for another invasion, and the potential ramifications of further crop 
destruction worried the Acarnanians.'°! But this is Xenophon talking. In his 
view, the Acarnanians must have feared another invasion. Why else would they 
have capitulated? 

There are a few reasons. First, very little was at stake for the Acarnanians 
by making peace with the Achaeans and becoming allies of the Spartans. They 
had to stop attacking Calydon, at least temporarily—that was about it. In ad- 
dition, the Athenians and Boeotians had shown little concern for what was hap- 
pening in Acarnania; evidently, they were dealing with more pressing issues. 
If coming to terms with the Achaeans and Spartans was going to prevent 
further destruction and keep the Spartans from meddling in Acarnania, the 
Acarnanians had no reason to sustain another invasion. 

Furthermore, there are few indications that the Acarnanians’ newly pledged 
loyalty to the Spartans was anything more than a calculated move. Never once 
does Xenophon mention that the Acarnanians took part in subsequent engage- 
ments during the Corinthian War—that is, they offered no support to the 
Spartan cause. And the next record of Acarnanian involvement in Greek af- 
fairs is in 375 when the Acarnanians joined the Second Athenian League al- 
lied against Sparta, and then in 370 when they joined the Theban invasion of 


Sparta. 1? 


So much for Acarnanian loyalty. 

But to return to the encounter of 389, in what way could the incident be 
understood as a Spartan victory? What exactly had the Spartans accomplished? 
They had secured no terms of peace with the Acarnanians, and perhaps even 
more importantly, they had not even quieted the Achaeans. Was it a military vic- 
tory? Again, it is difficult to say. Xenophon is curiously silent on the number of 


Spartan and Achaean dead and wounded. This silence suggests that Xenophon 
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downplayed Spartan and Achaean casualties to give the impression that only 
the Acarnanians suffered losses in the encounter. Xenophon notes that Agesi- 
laus set up a trophy after the attack at the basin and did not seek a truce to 
recover his dead. Agesilaus claimed victory, and the Acarnanians made no re- 
sponse, so perhaps it was a Spartan victory. 

In a technical sense, Agesilaus was right. But the Spartans did not need a 
truce to recover their dead and set up a trophy because all of the Spartan and 
Achaean dead were confined to the limits of the basin. Since there was no truce 
or exchange of dead, Xenophon and his sources could afford to omit the ex- 
tent of the Spartans’ and Achaeans’ losses. The encounter may have been a 
victory in the eyes of Agesilaus and Xenophon, but the real achievement of 
the Spartans and their allies was that they managed to survive the Acarnanian 
attack. 

From the Acarnanians’ perspective, the Defense of 389 could have been 
nothing short of a success. They had sustained the trauma of a large-scale, 
destructive invasion while almost annihilating the invading army. Then, draw- 
ing on the advantages of the region’s physical environment and aided by their 
own network of fortified settlements, the Acarnanians drove off the Spartans 
and Achaeans in time to sow their fields. Furthermore, they did all of this with- 
out granting the invaders a single concession, at least not until shrewdly “ca- 
pitulating” the following spring. The Defense of Acarnania also reveals that 
the Acarnanians circa 389 could organize and execute a wide-scale, intricate 
defense on short notice under conditions of uncertainty. 

The attack at the lake was a coordinated effort of Acarnanian peltasts, hop- 
lites, and an array of slingers and other javelineers—in all, a considerable 
force displaying great tactical sophistication. Additionally, since most of the 
peltasts and at least some of the slingers and javelineers would have originated 
from the mountainous interior of Acarnania, while the hoplites presumably 
represented the poleis of the plain and coast, we can conclude that the Acar- 
nanian defensive force spanned the entire region. Not only had the Acarna- 
nians assembled this force in response to the Spartan embassy at Stratos, but 
they kept it out of sight as the invaders made their way through Acarnanian 
territory. Crucially, the Acarnanians initiated their attack only after securing 
every geographical and tactical advantage against Agesilaus and his army. 

That the Acarnanians managed to coordinate this attack without fully know- 
ing the intentions of the invading army is remarkable. True, Agesilaus had an- 
nounced that he would ravage the countryside should the Acarnanians refuse 
his offer, but the Acarnanians had no way of knowing the exact course that the 
invaders would take or how fast they would be moving through the coastal re- 
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gion and plain. The Acarnanians, in short, needed to be prepared for anything, 
and they were. But the analysis here suggests that the location of the attack was 
no coincidence, and specifically, that the Acarnanians used their livestock and 
slaves to bait Agesilaus to the site of the attack. This calls for elaboration. 

First, Xenophon (or his source) could not have known exactly where the 
Acarnanians removed their livestock when the invading army arrived in the 
region. As a result, the notices in Xenophon’s narrative of the Acarnanians 
“withdrawing the livestock inland” and then “driving the livestock down from 
the mountains” should be understood not as matters of fact but as deductions. 
According to Xenophon, since the livestock initially disappeared from the in- 
vaders’ sight but then reappeared by the lake, it “must have been the case” that 
the Acarnanians drove their livestock to the interior and then brought the ani- 
mals back to the plain because they felt safe. 

That is reasonable enough, but this deduction prompts a question: Why 
would the Acarnanians return their livestock from the mountains, even if they 
felt safe? The invasion took place in the late summer, and there would have 
been no shortage of water and pasture for the animals in the Acarnanian in- 
terior. Put another way, nothing was stopping the Acarnanians from keeping 
their livestock well out of the invaders’ reach. That they left their animals under 
the care of slaves in an area fully visible and accessible to the invading army 
can only suggest that they wanted the Spartans to notice them. Consider the 
location and timing of the Acarnanians’ highly coordinated attack: it occurred 
directly after the invaders seized the livestock and slaves at a site that gave every 
advantage to the Acarnanian defensive force. This sophistication reveals that 
the Defense of Acarnania was in fact a strategic response to the Spartan-led 
invasion. 

Yet the invading army had been in Acarnania for a little over two weeks by 
the time of the attack; that should have been enough time for the Acarnanians 
to organize a response. If the Defense was more than a series of reactive mea- 
sures strung together on an ad hoc basis, are there clear indications of high- 
level planning on the part of the Acarnanians? 

There are. The first is the response of the Acarnanian congress at Stratos 
to Agesilaus’s unmistakable ultimatum. Even though the Spartans and their 
allies were already in the region and poised for an invasion, the Acarnanians 
rejected the embassy’s terms of peace. It is unlikely that the Acarnanians would 
have done so without some form of defensive plan. Given the sophistication 
and aggressive nature of the Acarnanians’ subsequent activities, the Acarna- 
nians clearly were undaunted by the prospects of a large-scale invasion and 
had full confidence in their defensive capabilities. 
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Perhaps a better indication of the existence of a defensive strategy in Acar- 
nania is the course of the defense itself, which reveals a multiscalar contingency 
plan. This plan ran along the following lines: First, in response to the invading 
army’s arrival, the occupants of the coast and plain were to abandon their set- 
tlements, withdraw inland, send their movable goods to a remote location, 
and then notify the rest of the Acarnanians, just as they had done in 426. This 
set the defense in motion. 

From there, the Acarnanians were to remain within their fortified inland 
settlements, most of which were also protected to the east and north by the 
region’s mountainous interior. An open engagement with a large-scale army 
like that of the Spartans and their allies simply was not an option. Instead, the 
Acarnanians would concede their fields, monitor the invading army’s activi- 
ties, and wait for the invaders to depart after they destroyed whatever agricul- 
tural resources were within their reach. As the Acarnanians would have known, 
it was not a given that the invaders would depart, and in 389, the Spartans and 
their allies decided to stay. 

The next step, then, entailed luring the invading army to one of the vari- 
ous locations that favored the Acarnanians. In this case, the Spartans took the 
bait, and the Acarnanians attacked. This was the third step. If the attack was 
unsuccessful, the Acarnanians were to return to their fortified settlements, 
where the cycle could begin again. In this way, although the attack at the lake 
was not wholly successful, the Defense of 389 was. 

The next question is what motive the Acarnanians had to develop such a 
high-level plan. In this case, the answer is relatively clear. The Acarnanians had 
taken great interest in gaining control of Calydon, and it was no secret that the 
Spartans were allied with the Aetolians and Achaeans. In short, the potential 
consequences of attacking the Calydonians were clear to the Acarnanians. 

Furthermore, the Spartans had ventured into Acarnania in recent decades. 
The possibility remained that they would return, and in any case the Athe- 
nians were unreliable allies and had even launched their own invasion in the 
past to interfere with Acarnanian internal affairs. When it came to defense, 
the Acarnanians could count only on themselves, and they would have real- 
ized this by the second quarter of the fifth century at the latest. In response, 
they developed a defensive strategy to protect their ethnos from external 
aggression. 


By way of conclusion, we must consider whether a federal government or the 
Acarnanian “people” coordinated the Defense of 389. Although the full ex- 
tent of political organization in Acarnania during the time in question cannot 


THE DEFENSE OF ACARNANIA IN 389 71 


be known in detail, the reconstruction in this chapter has revealed a high level 
of coordination among Acarnanians writ large. Such organization would sup- 
port the view that the Acarnanians had formed a federal state by 389. Fur- 
thermore, the solidarity that the Acarnanians exhibited after the attack suggests 
that the bonds connecting the loose confederation of the fifth century had 
indeed become tighter by the first quarter of the fourth century. 

It is also clear that the sophistication and solidarity of the Acarnanians was 
unexpected, at least from an outsider’s perspective. The Spartans and Achae- 
ans knew that an Acarnanian decision-making assembly was located at Stra- 
tos, but this could have been all that they knew about the Acarnanians. In any 
case, Agesilaus clearly underestimated the solidarity of the Acarnanians, which 
suggests that he was unaware of the full extent of their collective capabilities. 
Overall, Xenophon’s narrative is ambiguous, and we have no other evidence to 
confirm that the Acarnanians had formed a federal state by the time of the 
invasion. As a result, the possibility that a koinon did not exist during the time 
in question must remain on the table. 

But why does it matter if a federal state existed in Acarnania circa 450-389? 
As in the case of the Phocians circa 525-475, an early koinon would fly in the 
face of the Thucydidean view of upland ethné. This correction would be par- 
ticularly important in the case of the Acarnanians, since Thucydides named 
them in his assessment of the western mainland. The forming of an early koi- 
non in Acarnania would show that the Acarnanians were not centuries behind 
the polis-centric Greek world in the realm of political development. 

Yet here we arrive at the greater significance of the Defense of Acarnania. 
Even if Xenophon’s use of to koinon referred to an actual federal government—a 
real possibility—the Acarnanians’ successful defense of 389 was possible 
without the structure of a formal federal state and the direction of a central 
power. 

The Defense of 389 certainly required leadership, and notwithstanding Xe- 
nophon’s silence on the matter, there is no question that Acarnanian generals 
were directing the individual contingents of slingers, javelineers, peltasts, and 
hoplites that attacked the Spartans and their allies. In fact, Thucydides men- 
tions such generals as early as 425.1% These individuals must have been lead- 
ing figures within individual Acarnanian communities, and they may have 
constituted the Acarnanian congress at Stratos. Yet we have no grounds to con- 
clude that they were also federal magistrates constituting or supervised by a 
standing, central government. 

Even if a koinon did not exist in Acarnania at the time of the Spartan-led 
invasion, the Defense of 389 still negates the Thucydidean view of upland 
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ethné for the case of Acarnania. By the first quarter of the fourth century, the 
ethnos of the Acarnanians constituted a well-connected, well-organized, and 
efficient political entity that was thoroughly adapted to the broader geopoliti- 
cal context of the Greek mainland. The polis-centric Greek world of the late 
fifth and early fourth centuries may have been ignorant of the collective capa- 
bilities of this political entity, but as the Spartans and their allies learned in 389, 
the reverse certainly was not the case. 


CHAPTER 4 


The Defense of Arcadia in 370 


At the dawn of the Archaic age, Arcadians had 
already laid claim to the landlocked, mountainous interior of the central Pelo- 
ponnese.' Then as now, mountains reaching as high as 2,300 meters gave 
shape to a number of expansive upland plains. The largest of these was the 
so-called central Arcadian plain. It was here that the region’s largest city-states, 
Mantineia and Tegea, came to power during the classical period. 

Before the classical period, “Arcadia” was nothing more than a shorthand 
expression for “land inhabited by Arcadians.”* There was some regional co- 
operation in the religious sphere as evidenced by a network of Archaic sanc- 
tuaries, but whatever political significance these sanctuaries may have had, if 
any, has left no traces.’ By the late sixth and early fifth centuries, a more co- 
herent regional identity began to take shape. Herodotus, for example, spoke 
of an ethnos of Arcadians—that is, a “people” composed of various city-states 
and tribal communities.* Additionally, around the same time, outsiders had 
come to recognize Arcadians as ideal mercenaries.’ And later in the fifth 
century, the Arcadians attempted to politicize their shared identity by circu- 
lating coinage throughout the region that bore a common ethnic inscription.® 
But small-scale conflicts with Argives, Spartans, and Eleans led most Arcadi- 
ans to identify first with their local communities and only secondarily with 
“Arcadia.” The Arcadians may have formed an ethnos-wide symmachy against 
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Sparta during the fifth century, but that is the only evidence of sustained po- 
litical cooperation on a regional scale.’ 

All of that changed in the fourth century. During the summer of 370, the 
Arcadians formed a formal koinon known to us as the Arcadian League.*® Ac- 
cording to Xenophon and Diodorus, the primary elements of the league were 
a council and assembly of 10,000 voting citizens. Collectively, the council and 
assembly could pass resolutions binding on all constituent polities, whether 
poleis, smaller towns, or tribal communities.’ 

In addition to the notices in Xenophon and Diodorus, we have an Arcadian 
inscription found at Tegea that attests to the existence and political structure 
of the koinon by 369." This epigraphic evidence means that the Arcadians con- 
stitute the first unambiguous case of a federal state among the upland ethné 
considered in this book. Also, unlike the Phocians circa 490, the Aetolians in 
426, and the Acarnanians in 389, the Arcadians provide the only example of 
intra-ethnos conflict. In fact, internal dissent would play an important role in 
the development and eventual demise of the Arcadian koinon circa 370-362. 

Before that, at the very interface of the transition from ethnos to koinon, 
the Arcadians had to face a Spartan-led invasion that threatened the existence 
of their nascent league. The Arcadians’ response to this invasion—the Defense 
of Arcadia—was the first collective action of the Arcadian League documented 
in a contemporary source. But past scholarship has virtually ignored the 
dynamics and greater significance of this encounter, leaving a series of ques- 
tions open for investigation. 

First, to what extent were the collective capabilities of the Arcadians in 370 
related to those of pre-league Arcadians? During the fifth and early fourth cen- 
turies, for instance, Mantineia and Tegea had been allied off and on with the 
Spartans, yet both played a key role in the Defense of 370. Was it the case, 
then, that the founding of a formal league finally enabled widespread collec- 
tive action in Arcadia? 

Similarly, was the organized force of Arcadians opposing the Spartan inva- 
sion of 370 a federal army? The Arcadians did eventually form a standing army 
in the 360s, but it is unclear whether this force existed at the founding of the 
koinon. Were pre-league Arcadians also capable of mobilizing, organizing, and 
positioning personnel as an ethnos? If so, to what extent did the Arcadian “fed- 
eral” army exist before 370, and what might this tell us about the relationship 
between the Arcadian koinon and the ethnos that preceded it? 

This chapter seeks to answer these questions by reconstructing the intrica- 
cies of the Arcadians’ defense primarily from the defenders’ perspective. Such 
an approach reveals that the Arcadians enacted a sophisticated defensive strat- 
egy that existed before the invasion of 370. This strategy made use of the basic 
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infrastructure of the region, exploited a number of geographical and tactical 
advantages, and relied on the cooperation of civilian populations to observe, 
control, menace, attack, and ultimately drive off the invading army. 


Past Approaches and Sources 


To date, modern scholarship has mentioned the Defense of Arcadia only in 
passing; the incident has yet to be given serious consideration." This neglect 
stems from a series of factors: there are no major discrepancies between sources 
to debate, no topographical puzzles to solve, and no indications that the en- 
counter between Arcadians and Spartans in 370 had major repercussions vis-a- 
vis the rest of the Greek world. In addition, the Defense took place between the 
Battle of Leuctra in 371 and the Invasion of Laconia in 370." In a way, the De- 
fense of Arcadia remains in the shadows of these two monumental events. 

Yet when scholars do discuss the Defense, they usually treat the encounter 
as a nonevent: the Spartans invaded Arcadia, the Arcadians refused to fight, 
the Spartans went home. Modern scholarship claims that the Arcadians did 
not fight because they were scared of the Spartans. But this is the same expla- 
nation given by Xenophon and Diodorus, the encounter’s two narrative 
sources. Since these narratives are central to the study of the Defense, they 
call for some discussion. 

Xenophon provides the main source for the Defense of Arcadia, and the 
same considerations discussed in chapter 3 are still in effect. Once again, Xe- 
nophon’s extensive and detailed narrative is internally coherent, it contains de- 
scriptions of terrain that are reconcilable to the topography of the region, 
and it is based on eyewitness accounts. Furthermore, although Xenophon 
offers an outsider’s perspective of the Defense, he would have known com- 
paratively more about the Arcadians than he knew about some of the Spar- 
tans’ other adversaries. After all, Xenophon dealt with Arcadians extensively 
during his mercenary exploits in Anatolia, and he lived for a number of years 
in Elis close to the central Peloponnese.” 

As before, Xenophon’s narrative focuses primarily on the decisions and ac- 
tions of Agesilaus.'* And even more so than in other incidents, Xenophon goes 
to great lengths to show that Agesilaus and the Spartans maintained the ini- 
tiative against their adversaries. As a result, it is clear that he has omitted, ob- 
scured, and downplayed a number of significant features pertaining to the 
Arcadians. 

But these biases can be overcome. Recent archaeological, topographical, and 
ethnographic research casts in a different light most of what Xenophon related 
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about the Arcadians’ defense. By reevaluating his account from the perspective 
of this research, Xenophon’s one-sided narrative becomes an illustrative source 
for understanding the collective capabilities of the Arcadians circa 370. 

The other source for the Defense of Arcadia is far less illustrative. Not only 
was Diodorus writing approximately three hundred years after the fact, but he 
was also epitomizing material from Ephorus’s fourth-century universal history. 
To make matters worse, the pertinent material drawn from Ephorus’s history 
appears to have been based on secondhand sources at best. Consequently, Dio- 
dorus relates several details about the Arcadians that are clearly anachronistic, 
and his summary account diverges from Xenophon’s narrative in a few instances. 

As for context, the Defense of Arcadia took place a little less than two de- 
cades after the King’s Peace of 387. The King’s Peace ended the Corinthian War 
and guaranteed political autonomy for participating Greeks, but it also allowed 
the Spartans to administrate the terms of the decree.'® Not surprisingly, under 
the guise of enforcing the Peace, the Spartans continued to attack their political 
enemies. The Thebans were of particular concern for the Spartans, and hostili- 
ties between the two powers were both frequent and violent. 

This conflict culminated in 371 with the Thebans’ decisive victory over the 
Spartans at Leuctra.” Leuctra effectively ended Spartan hegemony on the 
Greek mainland and established the Thebans as the leading power of the Greek 
world. By the summer of 370, though, the full impact of the Theban victory 
had yet to reach the rest of the Greeks. Amid this uncertainty, a few polities 
took steps to secure their place in a changing world, in particular the Arcadi- 
ans. Their response to the events of 371 soon made the central Peloponnese 
a hub of further conflict. 


The Defense 


At some point during the summer of 370, in an unspecified location, an as- 
sembly of Arcadians created a formal federation of towns and cities that en- 
compassed most of the geographical realm of Arcadia. A few Arcadian poleis 
refused to join the league, opting instead to remain loyal to their foreign allies 
and independent within the central Peloponnese. Tegea was one of these po- 
leis, at least at the start. "° 

Stassipus, a leading Tegean politician with a sizable following, had persuaded 
the Tegean assembly to maintain the status quo in external matters, that is, to 
remain allies of Sparta. But his opponents in Tegea took to arms, overthrew 
the council’s decision, summoned aid from Mantineia, and ended up killing 
Stassipus and a large number of his followers. ° 
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After this particularly violent bout of political upheaval, the polis of Tegea 
became part of the Arcadian League, and, according to Xenophon, “about 800 
of the Tegeans loyal to Stassipus fled to Sparta.” This number may have rep- 
resented approximately a third of Tegea’s total population of male citizens at 
this time.” Those who remained still made a significant addition to the na- 
scent Arcadian League, and the city-state’s territory of about 385 square kilo- 
meters in southern Arcadia would have been welcome also.” 

For the Tegeans who were forcibly exiled, Sparta was the only refuge within 
reason that they could have sought. They quickly gathered an audience in 
Sparta and detailed their injustice. In response, writes Xenophon, “the Lace- 
daemonians decided that in accordance with their oaths they had to provide 
assistance on behalf of the dead and exiled of the Tegeans, so they organized 
an expedition against the Mantineians on the grounds that they had violated 
their oaths by attacking the Tegeans.”” The oaths mentioned may have been 
the terms of peace sworn by a number of Greek polities after the Spartans’ 
defeat at Leuctra.” The cities that took part in this agreement— including, evi- 
dently, Tegea and Mantineia—were entitled to protection from the others. 

Yet the relationship between the Mantineians and Spartans was deteriorat- 
ing, and in recent decades the Mantineians had resisted Spartan domination 
in the Peloponnese, usually with a violent and unsuccessful end for the Man- 
tineians.” Earlier in the year 370, for instance, the Mantineians had once again 
reasserted their independence from Sparta, this time by rebuilding the fortifi- 
cations that the Spartans had once demolished. The fortifications made the 
Spartans uneasy, but they could do nothing about it.*° Now that the Mantin- 
eians had aided the Tegeans in killing and exiling those loyal to Stassipus, the 
Spartans had a legitimate pretext to attack. 

According to Xenophon, “The ephors ordered a levy and the voting citi- 
zens placed Agesilaus in command.””’ Agesilaus was the natural choice for this 
expedition: he was a seasoned (though aging) commander, he was familiar 
with the land of Arcadia, and he had personal ties with some Mantineians.”8 
It is worth noting that the Spartans singled out the Mantineians for retaliation. 
Perhaps they thought that they could invade Arcadia without dealing with the 
rest of the Tegeans, or the rest of the Arcadians. But were the Spartans in any 
position to be campaigning in Arcadia one year after Leuctra? 

It is difficult to say. We learn later that the invasion occurred in early to mid- 
winter (roughly December or January), well after the traditional campaign- 
ing season had ended for the Greeks. At least one scholar has pointed to the 
timing of the invasion as an indication of how desperate the Spartans had be- 
come to maintain their influence in the Peloponnese.” It would seem, then, 
that the Spartans felt pressured to respond to the threats developing in Arcadia, 
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whatever the costs.” Additionally, as arrogant as Spartan decision makers tradi- 
tionally were, they must have known that the winter of 370 was a poor time for 
risking the lives of their remaining citizens, especially against a large number of 
Arcadians with a long-standing reputation as fierce soldiers.*' If anything, the 
unconventional timing of the campaign suggests that not only were the Spar- 
tans desperate to maintain their influence in the region, but also that they were 
somewhat ignorant or dismissive of the Arcadians’ collective capabilities. De- 
pleted of manpower, the Spartans still figured that they could invade Arcadia 
with relative impunity. 

Then again, perhaps they were attempting to catch the Mantineians and the 
rest of the Arcadians off guard with the timing of their invasion. If so, they 
failed. As Agesilaus was organizing his army, Xenophon writes that “most of 
the Arcadians were assembling at Asea.”*’Asea was a large settlement in south- 
ern Arcadia with a fortified acropolis and a population of approximately 2,000 
to 3,000 during the first half of the fourth century (map 5).*? Upwards of a third 
of this population may have been scattered across the polis’s sixty square kilo- 
meters of mountainous high country, which included the Asea Valley itself.*4 

Furthermore, the polis of Asea was unusual in that it had an extensive net- 
work of paths, roads, and mountain passes that connected the valley to the rest 
of Arcadia.” Since Arcadians from across the central Peloponnese could reach 
Asea rather quickly, the polis was an ideal point of assembly for an army num- 
bering in the thousands, especially one about to face an invasion from the south. 

To judge from Xenophon’s narrative, the Arcadians assembled in response 
to the levy in Sparta—that is, they were not permanently mobilized at Asea.*° 
How Xenophon (or his source) knew this is unclear, but he could have deduced 
where the Arcadians initially assembled after the fact. Later, he also would have 
realized that not all of the Arcadians had gathered at Asea before the Spartan 
invasion. On the contrary, “the Mantineians remained in place to keep a watch 
on the Orchomenians who had refused to join the koinon of the Arcadians out 
of enmity with Mantineia and who had received into their city the mercenary 
force assembled at Corinth that was led by Polytropus.”*” From the Arcadi- 
ans’ perspective, the Orchomenians were threatening the political integrity of 
the rest of the nascent league by remaining independent. By accommodating 
a considerable mercenary force led by a Spartan commander, they were also 
threatening the physical security of the league’s constituent polities.’ 

The Mantineians—themselves yet another powerful Arcadian polis—were 
approximately fifteen kilometers south of Orchomenos and fully capable of 
defending at least part of the northern limits of the league’s territory until as- 
sistance could arrive.” But by this time, the Arcadians would have realized 
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that they were facing an invasion from two fronts: to the south was the Spar- 
tan army under Agesilaus, to the north the Orchomenian and mercenary one. 

According to Xenophon, “The Heraians and the Lepreans also campaigned 
with the Lacedaemonians against the Mantineians.”* The Lepreans originated 
from Tryphylia, the coastal region in the western Peloponnese between Elis 
and Messenia; the Heraians were Arcadians dwelling on the Alpheios River 
on the western edge of Arcadian territory during the time in question.*' Both 
had long-standing ties with the Spartans. What the Lepreans and Heraians 
added to Agesilaus’s army is unknown, and Xenophon does not mention them 
again during his account of the invasion. 

“As soon as the crossing sacrifices turned out favorably for him, Agesilaus 
advanced into Arcadia,” reports Xenophon.” Based on Agesilaus’s first stop 
in Arcadia and the subsequent route of his campaign, his most likely point of 
entry into Arcadia was through Oresthasion on the northwest edge of Laco- 
nian territory.“ There was also a narrow pass at Oion in Sciritis that led di- 
rectly to Tegea; the Spartans would have faced no opposition there.** That 
Agesilaus avoided Oion suggests that he was attempting to surprise the Arca- 
dians. Then again, the Tegeans who had remained in Arcadia were now hostile 
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to the Spartans, so perhaps Agesilaus simply wanted to bypass them on his 
way north. Xenophon continues: “He seized the neighboring town of Eutaia 
and there discovered that the old men, women, and children were still living in 
their homes.” Agesilaus entered Eutaia prepared for a fight. He expected the 
Arcadians to oppose his entrance into their territory but instead found an 
entire civilian population going about its everyday business. 

Eutaia itself seems to have been more of a dependent town of the tribal 
Mainalians than an independent polis, so its inhabitants would have posed no 
threat to the invading army, as Agesilaus likely knew.*° He could subdue the 
Eutaians, gain a foothold in Arcadia, and proceed from there—only there was 
no one to subdue: “the men of fighting age had departed to join the assem- 
bling Arcadians [to Arkadikon].”*” 

Presumably Agesilaus learned this information from the Eutaians. This re- 
mark also suggests that the Eutaians withheld precise information from Ag- 
esilaus pertaining to the Arcadians’ collective capabilities. Agesilaus’s dealings 
with the Eutaians may have gone something like this: Where are the men? 
They left. Where to? To the Arkadikon. Where’s that? Could be anywhere 
by now. How big is the Arkadikon? Depends. And so on. 

Lending further support to this interpretation of the Eutaians as passively 
uncooperative is this: a large group of Arcadians was assembling at Asea 
only five kilometers to the northwest of Eutaia across an open mountain val- 
ley, and there are absolutely no indications that Agesilaus was aware of it. 
“Nevertheless he did not harm the city; rather, he allowed them to go on living 
there and his men paid for whatever they needed. Agesilaus also found and 
returned whatever was taken when his army initially assaulted the city.”* Xe- 
nophon rarely misses an opportunity to praise Agesilaus, as he does here, yet 
in the process he also confirms that the Spartans attacked Eutaia expecting a 
fight. Xenophon also reinforces the interpretation of the Eutaians as uncoop- 
erative by insisting that Agesilaus did no injustice to the Eutaians, even though 
they did nothing to assist him. 

Xenophon continues: “He passed the time waiting for Polytropus’s merce- 
naries by having the city wall repaired where it was needed.” Repairing the 
wall served a number of functions for Agesilaus: it gave his otherwise idle and 
potentially fidgety army something to do, it strengthened his toehold in Arca- 
dia, and given Agesilaus’s treatment of the Eutaian civilians, it laid the ground- 
work for a potential ally.*° Xenophon’s narrative suggests that the Spartans 
remained in Eutaia for at least a few days, if not a few weeks. 

But this wall building raises an important question: Why was Agesilaus wait- 
ing for Polytropus in the southernmost region of Arcadia if the Spartan merce- 
nary commander was already at Orchomenos and the alleged aim of the invasion 
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was to punish the Mantineians? Why not move to Polytropus? While Agesilaus 
weighed these options, “the Mantineians attacked the Orchomenians.”*! 

Even without direct observation of the Spartans at Eutaia, the Arcadians 
at Asea would have realized that the Spartans were now delayed in the south, 
and they could have relayed this information to the Mantineians via runners. 
The mountainous subregion of western Arcadia with its various routes of 
communication allowed the Arcadians to communicate easily with each other. 
To judge from the speed with which the Arcadians mobilized prior to the in- 
vasion, this system worked quite well.” 

In addition, without precise knowledge of the invaders’ intentions, the Ar- 
cadians had to assume that the Orchomenians and Polytropus were planning 
to attack from the north in conjunction with an attack from the south. And 
so, from the Arcadians’ perspective, the time to act was now, while the invad- 
ers from the south were camped at Eutaia rebuilding a wall. “But their attack 
on the wall [of Orchomenos] was unsuccessful, and some of them died.”*? Xe- 
nophon does very little to illuminate the nature of this attack, but his narra- 
tive contains a few important details: First, the mention of a wall suggests that 
the Mantineians attacked the urban center, or asty, of Orchomenos. The asty 
was situated on the top and southern slope of the modern-day Kalpaki Hill at 
an elevation of approximately 929 meters.** The hill divides and overlooks 
the northern and southern subplains of Orchomenian territory and so would 
have been an ideal location for a fortified defensive position.” It was here that 
the Mantineians found the Orchomenians and Polytropus’s peltasts. 

But what did the Mantineians do? Try to scale the wall? They certainly were 
not settling in for siege, and according to Xenophon, only a few of them died 
in the encounter, so the attack could not have been too involved. The bulk of 
the Mantineians would have been hoplites, perhaps upwards of 1,000, but they 
gave up the attack without accomplishing anything’*—or so it seemed. 

“When the Mantineians withdrew to Elymia, the Orchomenian hoplites 
were no longer following them, but Polytropus’ mercenaries were still in hot 
pursuit.” Elymia was a small town built against the mountainous Arcadian 
interior, only about five kilometers away across the southern Orchomenian 
subplain near the limits of Orchomenian and Mantineian territory.” The route 
back to Mantineia was still open, and the Mantineians seem to have withdrawn 
together without any apparent confusion. This orderly retreat suggests that 
the Mantineians planned to withdraw toward Elymia after the attack.” In light 
of this, it is interesting to note that the Orchomenian hoplites did not pursue 
the Mantineians to a great extent. Perhaps they suspected something. 

In contrast, Polytropus and his peltasts pressed the attack as if to follow up 
on a seeming victory. “The Mantineians, realizing that many of them would 
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be cut down by javelins if they failed to drive off the mercenaries, turned and 
closed with their attackers.” So far, Xenophon’s narrative of the incident has 
given the following impression: the Mantineians, seemingly on their own ac- 
cord, launched a half-hearted and probably disorganized attack on a rival of the 
Arcadian League, were completely unsuccessful, retreated before suffering any 
major losses, and then, pursued by a mass of aggressive hoplite-killing merce- 
naries led by a Spartan general, at the very last moment, with no other option, 
turned to make a desperate stand. What Xenophon left out of his narrative is 
that the Mantineians were led by the thoroughly competent and exceptionally 
shrewd Lycomedes, the architect of the Arcadian League, who, it would follow, 
was now responsible for maintaining the watch on Orchomenos.*! 

The Orchomenians and Polytropus’s mercenary force had occupied a vir- 
tually unassailable position, and from Lycomedes’ perspective—and that of the 
Arcadians in general—were poised to invade Arcadia from the north. The Man- 
tineians’ aim all along, then, may have been to wait for an opportune time to 
draw the Orchomenians and Polytropus’s peltasts out from behind the walls 
to a place where the Mantineians could fight under more favorable conditions. 
What better way to prompt a chase than feigning incompetence and a lack of 
resolve, especially when the other half of the invading force was busy build- 
ing a wall in Eutaia? 

“Polytropus died fighting at Elymia. The others who fled would have died 
to a man had not the Phliasian cavalry arrived and ridden round the Mantin- 
eians’ rear forcing them to give up the pursuit.”°* Again, Xenophon’s narra- 
tive provides very little detail regarding the nature of the fighting, but it is clear 
that Polytropus failed to keep a safe distance between his peltasts and the Ar- 
cadians. They were so close, in fact, that when the Mantineians turned and 
closed with their attackers, the peltasts’ javelins were useless against the Man- 
tineians’ armor, shields, and spears.® In this way an actual rout ensued. 

The Mantineians’ success required skillful coordination and an expert sense 
of timing, and this suggests that the entire action against Orchomenos was 
intentional from the start. But it would not have been the first time in ancient 
Greek history that a hoplite army’s feigned retreat surprised a mass of overly 
confident pursuers to great effect, as a Spartan commander such as Polytro- 
pus ought to have known." As for the Phliasians, by riding in between the Man- 
tineians and Elymia they managed to redirect the efforts of the Mantineians 
and thereby gave the routed peltasts a chance to run. Incidentally, the arrival 
of the Phliasian cavalry confirmed the Arcadians’ suspicions that they were 
facing an invasion from the north in conjunction with one from the south. 

“After accomplishing these things, the Mantineians went home.”® Xeno- 
phon mentions no exchange of dead, no trophy, no offer of a truce.” What 
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the Mantineians had just accomplished bears emphasis: they killed a Spartan 
general, decimated his mercenary force that had been poised to invade Arca- 
dia, and returned to their original defensive position virtually unscathed. This 
was no minor victory for the Arcadians, but they had not entirely eliminated 
the threat from the north, and Agesilaus was still in the south. “After Agesi- 
laus heard of this he figured that the mercenaries from Orchomenos would 
not be joining him, and so he advanced.” 

Apparently, Agesilaus wanted to move through Arcadia with more peltasts, 
or perhaps Polytropus was to supply him with a light-armed contingent that 
he otherwise lacked. That Agesilaus “heard” of what happened suggests that 
he had some sort of communication with his allies to the north, unless he 
simply advanced after waiting longer than he figured was necessary.” 

“On the first day they spent the evening in the territory of Tegea,” Xeno- 
phon writes.” The territory of Tegea covered approximately 385 square kilo- 
meters to include the southern portion of the central Arcadian plain and its 
surrounding mountains. This means that the army would have advanced ap- 
proximately ten kilometers to the northeast of Eutaia over fairly mountain- 
ous terrain to reach the western limits of the Tegean countryside. Since the 
Tegeans were now part of the Arcadian League, Agesilaus likely did not 
advance too far from the security of the mountains before setting up camp. 
After all, the Tegeans could have had potentially immense resources at their 
disposal.” 

Xenophon continues: “The next day they passed into the territory of Man- 
tineia and set up camp at the foot of the mountains west of the city of Man- 
tineia.” Agesilaus skirted the Maenalian Mountains, which formed the 
western limit of the central Arcadian plain. He would have covered a distance 
of approximately twenty kilometers if he had set up camp due west of Man- 
tineia. As with Tegea, the territory associated with Mantineia was rather large. 
Since it occupied most of the northern half of the central Arcadian plain, the 
invading army may have advanced as little as fifteen kilometers, still a good 
distance from the region’s urban center.” In fact, this seems to have been the 
case, because according to Xenophon, “there they ravaged the land and plun- 
dered the farms.””* 

The invading army destroyed or carried off the Mantineians’ resources 
seemingly without fear of being attacked, which suggests that the Lacedae- 
monians were closer to the southern limits of the vast Mantineian country- 
side. But one day’s worth of destruction during the wintertime could not have 
done too much damage given the size of the Mantineians’ territory.” At any 
rate, they did not trigger a response from the Mantineians. The abandonment 
of the farms indicates that the Mantineians had left well in advance of the army’s 
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arrival. For that matter, the Lacedaemonians had yet to encounter any Arca- 
dians since they left Eutaia, but this was about to change. 

“During the night the Arcadians assembled at Asea moved to Tegea,” writes 
Xenophon.” Tegea was more than capable of supporting an army of Arcadi- 
ans numbering around 5,000.”” Preparing this force for a nighttime movement 
across twelve to fifteen kilometers of mountainous terrain required time. In 
light of this, it would follow that the Arcadians at Asea did in fact have the Spar- 
tans at Eutaia under some form of observation—even if direct observation was 
impossible—and were simply waiting for them to make a move. But a large, 
conventional army like Agesilaus’s only had one place to go in Arcadia: the 
central plain. The Arcadians did not need to lure the Spartans into the plain. If 
the invaders were going to advance, the central plain was where they were 
headed. Once Agesilaus made his move, the Arcadians at Asea made theirs. 

And once they reached Tegea, the Arcadians had Agesilaus and his army 
completely surrounded. To the south were the Arcadians who had assembled 
at Asea, in the east and west were the mountains enclosing the central Arca- 
dian plain, and in the north, of course, were the sizable and skilled Mantin- 
eians. “The next day Agesilaus set up camp about twenty stadia from the city 


of Mantinea.””® 


It seems as if the Spartans had now set up camp due west of 
Mantineia; they were only about three to five kilometers from the city, roughly 
the distance across the plain. They could not have been camped along the east- 
ern mountains because once they had settled in to their new location, “the 
Arcadians from Tegea—a great many hoplites—made their appearance skirt- 
ing the mountains between Mantineia and Tegea.”” Unfortunately, Xenophon 
does not specify a number. Two things are clear enough, though. First, this 
large force, numbering at least in the thousands, was moving along the east- 
ern limit of the central Arcadian plain; second, from the invaders’ perspective, 
the Arcadians’ arrival was unexpected. 

But were these hoplites the Arcadians who had originally assembled at Asea 
and moved to Tegea, or only a contingent? Some Arcadians presumably stayed 
in Tegea to maintain the strategic advantage that they had just gained. But why 
move in the first place? Were the Arcadians making a show of force, were they 
attempting to augment their numbers at Mantineia, or did they have some- 
thing else in mind? According to Xenophon, “They wanted to join up with the 
Mantineians.”®° But how would Xenophon (or his source) have known the Ar- 
cadians’ intentions? 

Modern research of road networks in the mountainous eastern region of 
Arcadia north of Mt. Parthenion offers a different perspective. Had the Arca- 
dians merely wanted to join up with the Mantineians as Xenophon suggests, 
there were a number of safer, more surreptitious, and arguably faster options 
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open to them." That the Arcadians chose to skirt the mountains along the 
eastern limit of the central plain means that they wanted to be seen. 

“There were also Argives with them,” reports Xenophon, “but not in full 
force.”® The Argives had long been allies of whichever Arcadians were cur- 
rently opposing Sparta, so it should not come as a surprise that they were aid- 
ing the Arcadian League here. The Argives could have marched directly to 
Mantineia, so for them to have joined the Arcadian force marching north, they 
needed to assemble first at Tegea using the mountain roads just mentioned. 
All of this suggests that the Arcadians were orchestrating an elaborate defense 
that the invaders clearly did not appreciate. 

In the Spartan camp, continues Xenophon, “some were trying to persuade 
Agesilaus to attack them before they could join the Mantineians, but he was 
afraid that while he was advancing against them the Mantineians would come 
out of the city and attack his flank and rear.”*4 Evidently, the size of the 
Arcadian-Argive force did not deter “some” high-ranking Spartans from attack- 
ing, but Agesilaus (or someone advising Agesilaus) sensed that the Arcadians 
were up to something. 

The Mantineians likely would have attacked from the north had the Spar- 
tans gone after the Arcadians, and little did Agesilaus know but there may have 
been another Arcadian attack waiting for them from the south out of Tegea. 
In addition, Xenophon explicitly states that the Arcadians visible to Agesilaus 
were hoplites. Were there light-armed Arcadians out of sight somewhere? How 
would Agesilaus or anyone else have known? “Agesilaus decided that the best 
thing to do was to allow them to join up, and if they wanted to fight, to have 
a conventional and open battle.”*®’ Put another way, Agesilaus could not dis- 
cern the Arcadians’ intentions, but he suspected that they were baiting him 
into a trap; in response, he did nothing but remain in place. He may have been 
willing to face the Arcadians, but only on terms that suited the strengths of 
his own army. 

The Arcadians from Tegea continued on into Mantineia, and “now the Arca- 
dians had all joined forces.”*° From the invaders’ perspective, this could have 
been the entire Arcadian force or only a large contingent. The Arcadians did not 
appear too overwhelming in number since some of the Spartans were willing to 
launch an impromptu attack across the plain. This suggests that only a contin- 
gent of Arcadians had left Tegea, but it is difficult to say with certainty since 
there are few indications of the size of the invading army for comparison.*” 

Incidentally, Mantineia already sustained a sizable population of its own. 
As a result, the Mantineians needed to have some sort of system in place for 
accommodating thousands of additional Arcadians on short notice. They also 
needed provisions to support their own countryside residents who had already 
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withdrawn into the city’s fortifications.** This is yet another testament to the 
coordination of the Arcadians’ defense. 

Xenophon continues: “During the night the peltasts from Orchomenos and 
the Phliasian cavalry with them made their way past Mantineia and appeared 
before Agesilaus who was sacrificing before the camp at dawn.” The peltasts 
out of Orchomenos likely were the remnants of Polytropus’s mercenary force. 
Apparently, the Orchomenians themselves offered no aid. The cavalry and 
peltasts would have skirted the mountains along the western limit of the central 
Arcadian plain. Apparently, their efforts to join Agesilaus were of little concern, 
since the Arcadians were not actively blocking the northern entrances into the 
plain. “The cavalry and peltasts caused the soldiers to rush to their stations, and 
Agesilaus withdrew into the camp. But when they were recognized as allies, 
Agesilaus obtained good omens and led out the army after breakfast.” 

The ostensible point here is that the Spartans were not expecting reinforce- 
ments, but this passage shows that the Arcadians—by watching, waiting, and 
limiting their exposure—were exacting a certain psychological toll on the in- 
vaders. The Lacedaemonians were expecting an attack but had no idea when 
it would occur or from what direction. 

Reinforced with peltasts and cavalry, Agesilaus decided it was safe to move. 
“In the evening, he unwittingly set up camp in the valley behind the territory 
of Mantineia, a rather narrow place with mountains all around.”” Before ad- 
dressing Agesilaus’s decision to move his camp, we must consider what the 
invaders were doing during the hours of daylight between breakfast and eve- 
ning in close proximity to Mantineia. Were they marching around the plain 
aimlessly, or ravishing the countryside to draw the Arcadians out of Mantin- 
eia? To judge from Xenophon’s account, the invading army did in fact cross 
the plain—not that this should have taken eight hours—and ended up in a nar- 
row valley northeast of the city of Mantineia.** Xenophon implies that the 
seasoned general made a mistake, and Agesilaus’s decision raises more ques- 
tions. Above all, why would Agesilaus set up camp in a narrow valley if he 
wanted a “conventional and open” battle with the Arcadians? Was he disori- 
ented from meandering around all day? Agesilaus had recently visited Manti- 
neia on an embassy and so would have been familiar with the layout of the 
city and perhaps even parts of the Mantineian hinterland, so this explanation 
is insufficient.” Was he trying to surprise the Arcadians somehow, perhaps by 
attacking the city from a more advantageous angle? Did he really think that 
he could move his army around Mantineia unnoticed or with impunity? If so, 
he was mistaken. 

“The next day at dawn he was sacrificing before the camp and saw the Ar- 
cadians gathering out of Mantineia on the heights above the rear of his own 
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army.””* Again, according to Xenophon, Agesilaus allegedly makes the crucial 
observation while sacrificing before the camp. Were the Lacedaemonians that 
lax and oblivious so close to so many hostile Arcadians? 

There are a couple of more likely possibilities. The first is that the Arcadians 
observed the invading army set up camp the evening prior and then, undetected, 
surreptitiously occupied the heights during the night to prepare for an attack at 
dawn.” Several years later, the Arcadians used a similar tactic to great effect 
against the Eleans near the town of Lasion.” It is also possible that the Arcadians 
were aware of the Lacedaemonians’ location and disposition and organized an 
attack force within Mantineia to set out early the following morning. Either way, 
they surprised the invading army, and in particular its commander. 

“Agesilaus realized that they had to get out of the valley as soon as possible, 
but he was afraid that if he himself led the way the Arcadians would attack the 
army’s rear.”*” First of all, what exactly does Xenophon mean by this? Are we to 
believe that the Arcadians would have refrained from attacking simply because 
they saw Agesilaus stationed in the army’s rear, or simply that the Spartans 
were in too vulnerable of a formation to exit the valley? This is unclear. 

What is clear, though, is that the Arcadians had only shown themselves on 
one side of the valley—that is, the western side closest to Mantineia—and per- 
haps were also on the slopes of Mt. Kofinas near the northern end of the valley 
at the rear of the invading army. Despite having the Spartans strung out at the 
bottom of a valley, they apparently had no intention of leaving the heights. 

Xenophon records that in response, “keeping calm, and presenting his front 
to the enemies, Agesilaus ordered the men at the rear to turn and move toward 
him behind the phalanx’s frontline.” It seems that Agesilaus initially had every- 
one face to the west and then instructed those farthest from him to peel off and 
march behind this newly formed line of shields toward the south where they 
had originally entered the valley. Advancing uphill to face the Arcadians clearly 
was not an option. “And so, as he led them out of the narrow valley, the phalanx 
was becoming increasingly stronger. Once the phalanx had been doubled in 
depth he marched out into the plain with the same formation and then extended 
the line once more to nine or ten shields deep.”*? The hoplite component of 
Agesilaus’s army managed to escape the valley with a lot of fancy footwork, but 
what had happened to the peltasts from Orchomenos and the Phliasian cavalry? 
We never hear of them again, at least not during the Defense of Arcadia. They 
likely did not enter the valley with the Lacedaemonian hoplites or play a role in 
the outcome of events as before at Orchomenos and Elymia.'° 

Yet what still demands an explanation is why Agesilaus had his army enter 
the valley in the first place. Was he implicitly or explicitly pressured into at- 
tacking the Arcadians? Merely sitting in the Mantineian countryside does not 
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appear to have been an option for the Spartan commander, so there may be 
something to this interpretation. Then again, to dwell on Agesilaus’s decisions 
and the activities of his army is to view the incident from only one perspec- 
tive and imply, as Xenophon does, that Agesilaus somehow maintained the ini- 
tiative in Arcadia. That simply was not the case. 

In fact, for all that Xenophon’s narrative distorts, omits, and glosses over, 
the analysis above points to a different explanation—namely, that it was no 
coincidence that Agesilaus and his hoplites one morning found themselves iso- 
lated at the bottom of a valley in Arcadia with a large force of Arcadians poised 
to attack them from the heights. The Arcadians would not fight in the open— 
they knew better than that. If the Lacedaemonians, or any other invading army, 
wanted to fight the Arcadians in Arcadia, they were going to have to fight on 
the Arcadians’ terms. 

According to Xenophon, “The Mantineians ceased from coming out of 
their city because their allies the Eleans persuaded them not to fight until the 
Thebans arrived.”!°! Some of the Arcadians’ allies persuaded them to hold 
back, says Xenophon. Why else would the Arcadians have failed to attack in 
such favorable circumstances? One explanation is that the prospects of charg- 
ing down a steep slope into the bottom of a narrow mountain valley were not 
good: the Arcadians faced the possibility of losing control on their way down. 
If the Lacedaemonians did not want to fight uphill, then the Arcadians would 
have to fight them elsewhere—that is, assuming the Arcadians wanted to fight 
at all. Then again, perhaps it was the Arcadians’ intention to fight but Agesi- 
laus fled the scene so quickly and skillfully that the Arcadians never had a 
chance. Both are possibilities. 

In either case, it is absurd to suggest that the Arcadians held back simply 
because the Eleans told them to wait for the Thebans, especially in light of 
the defenders’ clear strategic and tactical advantages (and likely numerical one). 
It is more likely that the Spartans fled before the Arcadians could block the 
valley’s only exit. 

“The Eleans said they were quite sure that the Thebans would arrive and 
help because the Eleans had paid them ten talents.”!°* This is one more edito- 
rial comment from Xenophon, perhaps based on credible sources and perhaps 
not.’ “Hearing this, the Arcadians maintained a low profile in Mantineia.”' 
Agesilaus returned to the central Arcadian plain, once again enveloped by 
the Arcadians based in Mantineia, those in Tegea, and the surrounding 
mountains—a macrocosm of the disaster he had just avoided. 

Now all the Arcadians needed to do was wait, adjust the balance of their 
forces if necessary, and watch for another bad decision. Xenophon writes that 
“Agesilaus was quite anxious to lead the army away—it was the middle of 
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the winter—but he remained three days not far from the polis of Mantineia 
so as not to appear eager to withdraw because he was afraid.”!° With a finite 
amount of provisions in the middle of winter, the Lacedaemonians could 
not have stayed long in any single place. Soon they would have to move, but 
then they would be vulnerable since the wintertime mud of the central Arca- 
dian plain restricted large-scale movements of people and animals.'°° The 
Arcadians were leaving Agesilaus only one option: to leave. 

Xenophon continues: “On the fourth day, after an early breakfast, he led the 
army away intending to encamp where he had originally camped after leaving 
Eutaia.”!°” Agesilaus intended to return to the outskirts of Tegean territory, a 
movement of about five kilometers across the central plain and another fifteen 
kilometers south that took an entire day. This amounted to a pace of about 
two-and-a-half kilometers (one-and-a-half miles) an hour. Indeed, the central 
Arcadian plain was no place for a large conventional army during the winter. 

“Since the Arcadians could not be seen, he led them to Eutaia by the quick- 
est route possible even though it was rather late. He wanted to remove his 
hoplites before they saw the enemies’ fires so that no one could say he with- 
drew in flight.” ° This passage is somewhat confusing, due in large part to Xe- 
nophon’s excessive apologizing for Agesilaus’s decisions. Agesilaus could not 
see any Arcadians—which would follow, as he was five to ten kilometers from 
the fortifications of Tegea—so he rushed across ten kilometers of mountain- 
ous terrain at night so no one could accuse him of fleeing?!” What else was 
Agesilaus doing but fleeing Arcadia? 

Evidently, Agesilaus would have felt obligated to stay in Arcadia if anyone 
in his army were to observe the Arcadians preparing for battle. As at Eutaia 
during the initial stages of the invasion, he must have been expecting some 
form of formal, conventional defense. But after seeing the coordination of the 
Arcadians’ movements and surviving the encounter outside of Mantineia, per- 
haps he finally appreciated the full extent of his disadvantages in Arcadia. It 
may have even dawned on him that the Arcadians had a different view of what 
constituted a victory in Arcadia, especially when he was allowed to pass 
through Asea and Tegea, a major gateway into central Arcadia from the south. 

Ever the politician, though, Agesilaus found a way to spin the incident in 
his favor. “In his mind, he had restored Spartan morale in that he had invaded 
Arcadia and ravaged the country and no one came out to fight him.”''® Here 
Xenophon makes an almost ridiculous claim; the point of the invasion was to 
punish the Mantineians for assisting in the overthrow, exile, and death of the 
pro-Spartan party in Tegea. In any case, the amount of agricultural destruc- 
tion that the Lacedaemonians could have brought about during the middle of 
winter was negligible. +" 
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The Arcadians did give Agesilaus a chance to attack, and they were nearly 
successful, but Agesilaus refused to fight the Arcadians on any terms except 
his own. In response, the Arcadians restricted the movement of the invading 
army to the central Arcadian plain and left open avenues of attack that favored 
the defenders. The last thing that the Arcadians were going to give Agesilaus 
was an open and conventional battle; there was no need to concede an advan- 
tage to the invading army and risk defeat so close to home, especially after 
neutralizing the threat from the north. In the end, writes Xenophon, “when 
Agesilaus reached Laconia he sent the Spartiates home and the perioikoi to their 
towns.”'!? Agesilaus demobilized his army seemingly oblivious of the Arcadi- 
ans’ intentions and capabilities. 

“As for the Arcadians,” Xenophon writes, “after Agesilaus had departed and 
once they perceived that he had disbanded his army (they were still assembled), 
they attacked the Heraians because they had refused to join the League of the 
Arcadians and had taken part in an invasion of Arcadia with the Lacedaemoni- 
ans.” 1! Heraia was far from the central plain—no less than sixty kilometers in 
a straight line across the most mountainous terrain that Arcadia had to offer. 
Given this distance, the Arcadians must have been relying on information car- 
ried to them from across the mountains. The Eutaians are the obvious candi- 
dates, along with the Alipheirans who occupied the high ground to the south 
of Heraia. These Arcadians were now part of the league and would have 
been fully capable of observing the activities of the Heraians and relaying 
information.'4 

After neutralizing the threat from Orchomenos and driving off the Lace- 
daemonians, the Arcadians remained vigilant and quite intentionally kept the 
army together as they prepared for their next move: “They assaulted the 
Heraians, set fire to their homes, and cut down their trees.” 1 There certainly 
was a retaliatory aspect to this attack, as Xenophon figured, but at the same 
time, with Heraia subdued, the western entrance into Arcadian territory was 
now in the hands of the Arcadian League. "$ 

From there, Xenophon continues, “once the Thebans were reported to have 
arrived at Mantineia to help, the Arcadians left Heraia and linked up with the 
Thebans . . . [who] thought that things had worked out well in that they had 
come to the assistance of the Arcadians.”'!” That is, the Thebans thought they 
had seized an opportunity to bolster their influence in the Peloponnese. “But 


not seeing a single enemy in the country, they prepared to leave.” 1'8 
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Aftermath 


The Arcadians had other plans for both the Thebans and the Lacedaemonians. 
First, they convinced the Thebans to stay and take part in an invasion of Laco- 
nia. The Arcadians spearheaded this invasion, fighting their way through the 
pass at Oion while the Thebans marched through the pass at Karyai unopposed. 
The Karyaians actually welcomed the invasion. Together, the Arcadians and 
Thebans (along with the Argives and Eleans) spent the next three to four days 
ravaging the land, plundering homes, and in general, menacing the Spartans.'!” 

Yet if the Arcadians were capable of invading Laconia in the winter of 370, 
it would seem that they also could have prevented the Lacedaemonians from 
leaving Arcadia. Furthermore, they could have fought the Lacedaemonians in 
Arcadia on a number of occasions, but in each instance, the Arcadians held 
back. This prompts a question: Why did the Arcadians refuse to pull the trig- 
ger, so to speak, when they had the Lacedaemonians surrounded in Arcadia? 


Analysis 


Diodorus has the impression that the Arcadians felt a “prudent respect” for 
the Lacedaemonians—that is, they were uneasy about fighting them without 
external support and so refused to engage with Agesilaus’s army during the 
invasion.” Xenophon is silent on the matter, although he does lead his read- 
ers in the same direction. Diodorus’s interpretation of the encounter still pre- 
vails, but there are a number of problems with his view. 

First, the Arcadians already had external support during the invasion: the 
Argives and Eleans. The Argives and Eleans were actually the only support 
that the Arcadians had during the winter of 370, since the Arcadians had yet 
to formalize an alliance with the Thebans. Consequently, when the Lacedae- 
monian army made its way to Mantineia, the Arcadians had already obtained 
as much external support as was possible. 

Furthermore, even if the Arcadians really were uneasy about fighting a 
Lacedaemonian army, they certainly did not hesitate to attack a Spartan-led 
mercenary one; recall the Mantineians’ annihilation of Polytropus’s mercenary 
force at Elymia. It is possible that the Arcadians maintained a distinction be- 
tween fighting light-armed mercenaries (even Spartan-led ones) and Spartan 
hoplites. But if so, the Arcadians misplaced their “prudent respect” shortly be- 
fore they invaded Laconia. 

In addition, Xenophon relates that at an unspecified date within a year of the 
Defense, the Argives had called on the Arcadians for aid against the Spartans.’?! 
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(Evidently, the Argives were unaware of a widespread fear of Spartans among 
Arcadians.) The Arcadians, without the support of allies, fulfilled the request. 
They attacked the Spartan garrison at Asine in the southern Argolid, killed its 
Spartan commander, and then devastated the surrounding countryside. In 
sum, a fear of fighting the Spartans simply does not explain the Arcadians’ 
refusal to fight Agesilaus’s army in 370. 

Instead of a direct confrontation with Agesilaus, the Arcadians enacted their 
version of a Fabian defensive strategy: they wore down and eventually drove 
off the large-scale, invading army. But why would the prizefighters of the an- 
cient Greek world need to develop such a strategy? By the first quarter of the 
fourth century the Arcadians had considerable military resources at their dis- 
posal. Why not devote these resources to preventing the Spartans and their 
allies from entering Arcadia in the first place? 

Without question, the Arcadians could have prevented a Spartan army from 
entering Arcadia, but only if they knew where the Lacedaemonians were going 
to make their entrance. The problem was that there were at least three po- 
tential entry points into Arcadia from Laconia: the mountain pass near Ores- 
thasion that led to Eutaia, the pass at Oion, and the one at Karyai. The distance 
between Oresthasion and Karyai was about thirty kilometers. Furthermore, 
as the invasion of 370 revealed, the Arcadians were also vulnerable from the 
north. 

Keeping the Spartans and their allies out of Arcadia was virtually impos- 
sible. The Arcadians needed a strategy for resisting the Spartans and their al- 
lies should they ever invade Arcadia, and they needed one before the invasion 
of 370. Their strategy was to contain and delay the invading army, neutralize 
whatever advantages the invaders could bring to bear, limit the army’s move- 
ment to predictable routes, and maintain the threat of attack. The Arcadians 
achieved these goals by focusing their efforts on the central Arcadian plain. 
With Mantineia in the north, Tegea in the south, and the mountains to the 
east and west, the Arcadians could envelop a large-scale army and then attack, 
harass, or threaten it from any direction." The ultimate aim of the Arcadi- 
ans’ defensive strategy was to drive off the invading army. They were prepared 
to fight a conventional battle, but only as a last resort. 

Why a last resort? By fighting an open engagement with a large-scale army 
within the territorial limits of Arcadia, the Arcadians would have sacrificed 
nearly all of the strategic and tactical advantages they had gained. Further- 
more, if the Arcadians fought such a battle and lost, the invading army could 
have then gained control of Mantineia or Tegea and put an end to the Arca- 
dian koinon. In fact, disrupting widespread political unity in Arcadia is exactly 
what Agesilaus had in mind with the invasion of 370, as Xenophon suggests. 
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Outside of Arcadia, the Arcadians could afford to risk a defeat to the Spar- 
tans. They could concede whatever ground they occupied, withdraw, and then 
regroup back home. During their war with Elis in 366-365, the Arcadians did 
just that on several occasions, yet protecting their home territory from an in- 
vasion called for a different approach.” 

In response to the two-pronged invasion of 370, most Arcadian combat- 
ants assembled at Asea to deal with the invading army to the south, but a 
sizable contingent remained at Mantineia. The Mantineians then dislodged and 
annihilated the threat from the north, thereby depriving Agesilaus of a light- 
armed capability. The Arcadians at Asea allowed Agesilaus to advance from 
Eutaia, then they moved their base of operations to Tegea. With that, the 
Arcadians had enveloped the invading army in the central Arcadian plain. 

From there, an Arcadian-Argive contingent from Tegea enticed the Spar- 
tans to advance toward the eastern mountains of the plain. Agesilaus did not 
take the bait. Later, when Agesilaus attempted to move outside of the plain 
and attack Mantineia from a different direction, the Arcadians drove him back 
into the open. Since Agesilaus did not persist, the Arcadians let the invading 
army withdraw. Thus, they achieved the aim of their defense. 

The Defense of 370 clearly was a short-term success, but it did more than 
merely preserve the existence of the nascent Arcadian League. By driving off 
the invading Lacedaemonian army, the Arcadians proved that the koinon they 
had formed earlier in the year was now a significant political entity in the Greek 
world. To what extent, then, was the League’s defensive strategy rooted in the 
collective concerns and capabilities of pre-league Arcadians? 

Throughout the fifth and early fourth centuries, the main threat to pre- 
league Arcadians had been a relative constant: Sparta. If the Mantineians and 
Tegeans ever hoped to be free of Sparta—and their rocky relationship with 
the Spartans during this time suggests that they did—they needed a plan for 
when (not if) the Spartans invaded Arcadia to suppress a revolt. 

In the immediate aftermath of Leuctra, very little had changed between 
the Arcadians and Spartans. True, the Spartans lost the battle, but they re- 
mained the leading power of the Peloponnese. They did not capitulate to the 
Thebans, they could still field an army of their own, and they retained a num- 
ber of key allies. From the Arcadians’ perspective, a Spartan invasion was still 
a possibility circa 370, just as it was in previous generations. It follows, then, 
that the defensive strategy on display in the Defense of Arcadia had pre-league 
roots. 

But were the Arcadians capable of ethnos-level planning before the found- 
ing of the league? The fifth-century symmachy suggests that they were, but 
so does the Defense of 370. Without pre-league planning, within the span of 
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a couple of months, the Arcadians would have needed to develop a defensive 
strategy from scratch and form a standing army. Yet Xenophon makes no 
mention of the so-called eparitoi in his description of the Arcadian League’s 
founding—remember, the Arkadikon repelled the invasion of 370—and his 
first mention of such an army is in 366-365.'*4 By that time, the army of epari- 
toi had indeed become a formal institution of the Arcadian League, and the 
paying of its members was creating internal conflict. 

If the federal army of the 360s developed from the Arkadikon of 370, as it 
seems it did, the Arkadikon must have represented the pre-league Arcadian 
army—that is, the ethnos-wide force that could mobilize and respond to exter- 
nal threats on short notice. The main support for this argument is the Arcadians’ 
initial point of assembly at Asea. After all, Mantineia was the working capital of 
the league from 370 to 368, and along with Tegea, it offered an ideal location to 
assemble and house a standing army. Yet the Arcadians initially assembled in the 
mountains at Asea, where there had never been Spartan influence. 

More to the point, unlike Mantineia and Tegea, Asea provided an ideal 
location to base a pre-league defense of Arcadia. Naturally protected, the 
mountain stronghold had access to the substantial resources and strategic ad- 
vantages of the central plain, but it did not occupy a vulnerable position on 
the plain. With the addition of Tegea, the Arcadian League gained even more 
advantages over potential invaders, which the Arcadians then adapted to the 
working strategy of the late fifth or early fourth century. 

This explains why the Arcadians were prepared for the invasion of 370, even 
though the traditional campaigning season had ended and the Arcadians’ newly 
formed koinon was still in its infancy; before the founding of the league, the 
Arcadians already understood the consequences of the Mantineians and Tege- 
ans declaring their full independence from Sparta. In response, they took 
steps to defend themselves accordingly. 


Despite its promising start, the Arcadian League was short-lived. By the middle 
of the 360s, Arcadian federal magistrates disagreed on nearly every major is- 
sue pertaining to the league. Then, early in 363, a treaty with Elis effectively 
split the koinon between the Mantineians, the Tegeans, and their respective 
supporters.” The Second Battle of Mantineia soon followed, after which the 
koinon of the Arcadians disappears from the historical record. 

As events of the 360s revealed, the koinon never solidified the loose bonds 
that connected pre-league Arcadia. This lack of cohesion was not fatal per se; 
rather, security and self-government simply were not enough for the Arcadi- 
ans. Immediately after the successful defense of 370, they began to pursue 
other interests—namely, expansion in and hegemony over the Peloponnese. 
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But the Arcadians never fully agreed on how they were to attain their col- 
lective aims, and not all Arcadian communities desired to expand. Only the 
most powerful constituent polities embraced the difficulties inherent to the 
Arcadians’ more active role in Greek affairs. Among smaller Arcadian polities, 
local traditions of autonomy and self-determination eventually prevailed over 
the greater interests of the league. When they did, one of the most dynamic 


federal states in ancient Greek history ceased to exist as a political entity.” 


Conclusion 


Among the many objects to which a wise and free 
people find it necessary to direct their attention, that 
of providing for their safety seems to be the first. 


—John Jay, Federalist No.3 


Variety and Unity 


The defensive activities of the Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadi- 
ans circa 490-362 share some basic features, but they also exhibit a wide vari- 
ety. For example, although all four ethné immediately emptied the countryside 
at the arrival of an invading force, the Phocians and Aetolians abandoned their 
settlements and then gathered en masse at Tithorea and Aigition, respectively. 
Both of these sites were centrally located and easily defensible. In contrast, 
the Acarnanians withdrew into fortified settlements that were scattered across 
the region, while some Arcadian civilians remained in place as the Arcadians 
of fighting age gathered at Asea. 

In terms of tactics, the Aetolians and Acarnanians were comparatively more 
aggressive than the Phocians and Arcadians. The Aetolians, for instance, pre- 
pared an ambush at Aigition and then waited as the physical geography of the 
region gradually brought the Athenians into the kill zone. Once the Athenians 
entered Aigition, the Aetolians launched their ruthless attack. Similarly, the 
Acarnanians used their livestock as bait to set up an elaborate attack against 
the Spartans at the unnamed lake. In both cases, it seems that the primary aim 
of the defenders was to annihilate the invading army, unlike the aim of the 
Arcadians and Phocians. 
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In fact, the Phocians would have been content to let the Thessalians plun- 
der and pass through the Kephisos River Valley and Parnassus region, but they 
were also prepared to fight. When the Thessalians left them with no other op- 
tion, the Phocians launched the Chalk Raid, effectively ending Thessalian ag- 
gression against Phocis for the rest of the classical period. In a similar way, the 
Arcadians avoided large-scale engagements, although they did initiate limited- 
scale, highly effective attacks against contingents of the invading army. At the 
same time, they contained and menaced the Spartans in the central Arcadian 
plain and ultimately forced the invaders to withdraw. 

The potential threats to each ethnos exhibit even more variety. The Pho- 
cians and Arcadians were dealing with long-standing, hostile neighbors known 
for their aggressive tendencies. For the Phocians, the threat was the Thessalians 
and their various allies in the central mainland; for the Arcadians, it was the 
Spartans and their allies in the Peloponnese. The threats to the Aetolians and 
Acarnanians were less clear. Both lacked aggressive neighbors in the western 
mainland, and neither ethnos was directly at odds with one of the main cen- 
ters of power during the classical period. However, the Aetolians and Acarna- 
nians understood that their regional rivals could call on the Athenians or 
Spartans for assistance. Both upland ethné were also aware that their attempts 
to seize coastal settlements could prompt an invasion. 

Finally, the amount of foreign involvement in each defense provides yet an- 
other source of variation. The Aetolians and Acarnanians had outside assis- 
tance when attacking regional rivals, but no allies came to their aid during the 
invasions of 426 and 389. The Phocians had no outside assistance at all, aside 
from a possible foreign adviser, while the Arcadians had a great deal of out- 
side assistance for the defense of 370 and the subsequent invasion of Laconia. 

Nevertheless, despite all of this variety, a common theme cuts across the 
four cases that reveals an underlying unity to the defense of Greek upland 
ethné. The Phocians circa 490, the Aetolians circa 426, the Acarnanians circa 
389, and the Arcadians circa 370 developed peculiar defensive strategies tai- 
lored to their respective geopolitical circumstances that guarded against po- 
tential invasions from the lowlands. More specifically, the Greeks of each ethos 
implemented their own version of defense in depth.’ That is, they yielded por- 
tions of their territory, exploited the physical environment to neutralize and 
contain invading armies, lured these armies to locations that maximized the 
defenders’ advantages, and from there judiciously attacked. Their methods and 
aims may have been different, but the calculation, coordination, and sophisti- 
cation on display in the Phocian Chalk Raid of the Thessalian Camp, the Ae- 
tolian Rout of the Athenians, and the Defenses of Acarnania and Arcadia show 
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that these upland Greeks recognized the potential threats that surrounded 
them and had planned accordingly. 

Yet this strategic capability is far from obvious in the ancient historical nar- 
ratives. In fact, Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon give no indication that 
they or their respective audiences knew anything about the defensive capabili- 
ties of upland ethné. Furthermore, to judge from their narratives, there was 
no standard way of relating encounters with upland Greeks among classical 
writers. That is, although stereotypes of upland peoples and their way of life 
certainly prevailed during the time in question, Herodotus, Thucydides, and 
Xenophon wrote their narratives without recourse to established tropes of 
what ethné do when the mighty polis armies advance into the mountains.” 
What their narratives offer instead are biased outsiders’ impressions of the de- 
fensive responses of the Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadians. 

But by drawing on various archaeological, topographical, and ethnographic 
studies, the critical readings at the heart of this book piece together the 
dynamics of the four defenses, recreate the experience of unconventional 
mountain warfare between Greeks, and thereby provide an entirely different 
perspective of these one-sided ancient accounts. By shedding new light on the 
defensive capabilities of upland ethné, these readings stand alone as contribu- 
tions in their own right, but the underlying unity that they bring to light leads 
to even broader insights into the character of classical upland ethné. 


A Way of War beyond the Polis 


The Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadians circa 490-362 practiced 
a peculiar way of war that differed from that of the polis-centric realm in three 
key respects.’ First, the Greeks of upland ethné displayed little interest in fair, 
open, or gentlemanly fights. Instead, upland Greeks engineered the site of 
violent encounters to surprise and gain tactical advantages over conventional 
armies. They did this by harassing and baiting armies into basins and valleys, 
attacking at night, abandoning settlements, and feigning retreats. To spring 
their homicidal surprises, they often exploited the physical constraints of the 
natural environment, as illustrated best by the Aetolians and Acarnanians. Up- 
land Greeks did not avoid direct confrontations but engaged in them only 
under particular circumstances. 

Second, whereas warfare in the polis-centric realm placed a premium on 
territorial integrity, the Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadians read- 
ily made territorial concessions to achieve greater ends. In each case, the 
seemingly advantageous toeholds or bases of operations initially gained by the 
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invaders turned out to favor the aims of the defenders. The best example of 
this stratagem comes from the Phocian Chalk Raid. The Thessalians probably 
felt quite secure at Neon shortly before the whitened Phocians descended on 
their camp. 

Third, upland ethné adhered to a different notion of military victory. From 
the polis-centric perspective, unopposed crop destruction constituted a major 
victory of rank and status. Agesilaus figured he had won against the Arcadi- 
ans in 370 because they would not fight him after he devastated the country- 
side surrounding Mantineia. But victory meant something else to upland 
ethné. From the defenders’ perspective, it was virtually impossible to prevent 
a Thessalian-, Athenian-, or Spartan-led invading army from entering and oc- 
cupying a portion of their respective geographical realms. However, the Pho- 
cians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadians could still achieve victory in a very 
real sense by driving off such an invading army without compromising their 
own political integrity. To do so, they did not always have to fight, although 
they often did. In the end, the defenses of circa 490, 426, 389, and 370 were so 
successful that no lowland power ever attempted another invasion of the same 
ethnos. Each defense, in short, was a major victory. 

Notwithstanding these differences, the way of war practiced by upland 
ethné in the mountains of classical Greece was still very much in dialogue with 
the polis-centric way of war. The Phocians, some of the Acarnanians, and most 
of the Arcadians fought as hoplites. This means that three of the four ethné 
had adapted the technologies of the polis-centric realm to their upland envi- 
ronments before the invasions on record. The Acarnanians even integrated 
their hoplite resources with contingents of peltasts and slingers. And even 
though the Aetolians lacked hoplites, they certainly were adept at containing 
and killing large numbers of them with seeming familiarity. In any case, all 
four upland ethné systematically manipulated the conventions of their low- 
land invaders, and it was this way of war that preserved their ethnos-level po- 
litical communities. In sum, we see a way of war shaped less by ideology and 
more by actual circumstances. 


The Military Roots of Ancient Federal States 


In a way, the experience of ethnos-level defense was analogous to the experi- 
ence of citizenship within upland ethné. That is, as in other less violent ac- 
tivities at the ethnos-level, defensive actions were transitory periods of relatively 
intense collective action. Admittedly, the exact nature of ethnos-level political 
communities circa 490-362 is hazy, but all four polities constituted at least loose 
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confederacies when their respective defensive strategies came into effect, and 
each eventually became a formal federal state—the Arcadians shortly before 
the invasion of 370. Consequently, before forming federal states, the experi- 
ence of defense would have been the primary experience of citizenship at the 
ethnos-level for most Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and possibly even the 
Arcadians. 

Yet unlike the polis-centric realm, the relationship between the military ex- 
perience and the experience of citizenship within upland ethné defies neat 
categorization. The experience of hoplite warfare, for example, clearly in- 
formed and was reinforced by the civic practices and ideals of individual 
city-states. Similarly, in the case of Athens, the organizational and tactical 
development of the fleet was intimately tied to developments in Athenian de- 
mocracy.* In the realm of upland ethné, though, there was no analogue to 
the hoplite-polis or rower-democracy perspective that works so well for study- 
ing Athens, Sparta, Thebes, or any other polis-centric political community. 
Appreciating the full significance of the military activities of upland ethné, 
then, demands an even broader perspective. 

That is just what the critical readings at the heart of this book offer. As in 
previous work on the ancient face of battle, these studies attend to the practi- 
cal realities of military encounters—how individuals dealt with the physical 
circumstances of campaigning and battle, the perspectives and emotions of 
combatants (though at all levels), the use and effects of spears, javelins, and 
slings—but at the same time, they show that these practical realities were 
rooted in a collective outlook that informed high-level planning. They also 
show that the defensive coordination that stemmed from this planning bore a 
direct relationship to the social and political structures that gave shape to clas- 
sical Phocis, Aetolia, Acarnania, and Arcadia. 

In short, the way of war practiced by these upland polities speaks to their 
way of life. By studying how the Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadi- 
ans circa 490-362 organized and executed their ethnos-wide defenses, we learn 
about the internal character of each polity and its relationship to the classical 
Greek world writ large. But what exactly do we learn? The answer is twofold. 

First, upland ethné were well-organized and efficient polities that were thor- 
oughly adapted to their respective environmental and geopolitical contexts, 
but their success did not depend on the existence of a central federal govern- 
ment. Tables 1 and 2 help to illustrate this point. Table 1 outlines the basic 
criteria for confederations in the classical Greek world. Table 2 outlines the 
basic criteria for federations. A checkmark means that there is unambiguous 
evidence for a particular criterion, a minus sign that there is no evidence at 
all, and a question mark that the evidence is only circumstantial. 
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Table 1 Basic confederation criteria ca. 490-362 


COHERENT SET OF ETHNIC INVOLVEMENT 

SELF-GOVERNING IDENTITY WIDE-SCALE IN FOREIGN 
BASIC CONFEDERATION STATES OR RECOGNIZABLE CONCERTED AFFAIRS AS A 
CRITERIA SUBREGIONS TO OUTSIDERS ACTION COLLECTIVE 
Phocis ca. 490 y y y y 
Aetolia ca. 426 y y y y 
Acarnania ca. 389 Vy y y y 
Arcadia ca. 370 y y y y 


The Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadians easily met all of the 
basic confederation criteria during the time in question, but less clear is the 
extent to which these same polities met the basic federation criteria. Aside from 
the Arcadian federal decree of 369, no other form of evidence attests to the 
existence of a standing, central government in Phocis, Aetolia, or Acarnania. 
Among the four polities, the Arcadians constituted the only case of an unam- 
biguous koinon. Yet even then, chapter 4 has shown that the Defense of 370 
must have been rooted in the pre-league organization of the fifth- and fourth- 
century ethnos. 

Beyond-the-polis scholarship has often posited the existence of early koina 
to argue that classical ethné were not playing catch-up with the polis-centric 
world—that they were in fact capable of their own complex responses to shift- 
ing political circumstances. Such scholarship has also convincingly challenged 
the view that later koina were nothing more than evolved ethné, showing in- 
stead that the founding of a koinon was always a deliberate, creative act. For 
earlier periods, then, the existence of a koinon would seemingly provide the 
best evidence that the Thucydidean view of upland Greeks was incorrect. 

But just as it is incorrect to think of an ethnos as the negative image or pre- 
cursor of the polis, and incorrect to think of a koinon (federation) as an evolu- 
tionarily advanced ethnos (tribe), it is equally incorrect to suppose that upland 
ethné required a formal federal structure for complex and creative responses to 
the challenges of their surroundings. The defenses of circa 490, 426, 389, and 
370 did not require the direction of a central government, yet each was still 
complex and creative, deliberate, innovative, sensible, and brutally efficient. 

The second thing we learn is that upland ethné formed part of a connected 
sphere on the classical Greek mainland, but in a surprising sense. This sphere 
was not the product of mutual understanding, or even mutual misunderstand- 
ing a la Richard White. Rather, while the Thessalians, Athenians, and Spar- 
tans to varying degrees were arrogant, ignorant, and even dismissive toward 
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Table 2 Basic federation criteria ca. 490-362 


CENTRAL RULING 


BASIC FEDERATION POWER AS 

CRITERIA (INCLUDES EVIDENCED BY CONSTITUTION 

CRITERIA FROM OFFICIAL, INTERNAL OR FORMAL 

TABLE 1) DECREES MAGISTRATES COMMON COINAGE 
Phocis ca. 490 ? = y 


Aetolia ca. 426 = = = 
Acarnania ca. 389 ? ? = 


Arcadia ca. 370 y y V 


the collective capabilities and resolve of upland ethné, the reverse was not the 
case. The Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Arcadians misunderstood very 
little about the threats surrounding them. And not only were they aware of 
the dismissive attitudes of their aggressive and more powerful neighbors, but 
they exploited them to great effect. 

By failing to appreciate the intricacies of the defenses they related, Herodo- 
tus, Thucydides, Xenophon, and their various sources attest to the prevalence 
of these lowland attitudes. The desperate Phocians owed everything to a for- 
eign seer; the Aetolians must have known about the Athenian-led invasion 
from the start; the complacent Acarnanians foolishly drove their livestock into 
the open; and the Arcadians had to have been scared of the Spartans—why 
else would they have refused to fight? 

But by cross-examining these accounts, this book has offered very differ- 
ent explanations for the successful defenses of Greek upland ethné. Whether 
through religious affiliations (Phocis), smaller-scale alliances (Aetolia), earlier 
encounters with the expansionary tendencies of Sparta and Athens (Acarna- 
nia), or mercenary experiences from the late Archaic through the classical 
periods (Arcadia), the Greeks of upland ethné knew exactly what to expect 
from their lowland neighbors. In light of this knowledge, they developed their 
own way of war that neutralized and repelled potential invasions, and ensured 
their survival as political communities. 


Backward and Forward 


The foregoing discussion opens two intriguing lines of inquiry, both of which 
stem from the following question: Were upland defensive strategies strictly a 


classical phenomenon? 
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Looking back to the Late Bronze Age circa 1500-1200, we see that the main 
powers of the Mycenaean world—that is, the centers of urbanism and eco- 
nomic activity on the Greek mainland—were also located in the lowlands.’ In 
the Peloponnese stood the palatial centers of Mycenae, Tiryns, Sparta, and 
Pylos; in the central mainland were Athens, Thebes, Orchomenos, and Gla; 
and in Thessaly there was Dimini. Constituting the periphery of the Bronze 
Age mainland were those areas uncontrolled or uninfluenced by these palatial 
centers—in particular, the same upland regions of the northern and western 
mainland that formed the classical periphery.® In other words, the broader 
geopolitical context of the two periods was virtually the same. 

As in the classical period, the mainland of the Late Bronze Age constituted 
a connected political and economic sphere. However, although there is plenty 
of evidence for warfare and territorial expansion among Mycenaean palatial 
centers, there is no record of specific campaigns directed against upland re- 
gions.’ Nevertheless, unless the Bronze Age inhabitants of what later became 
classical Epirus, Acarnania, Aetolia, West Locris, Phocis, Achaea, and Arcadia 
were somehow oblivious to their surroundings, they too would have recog- 
nized the threat of large-scale invasions from the lowlands. It is possible, then, 
that these Bronze Age upland polities also developed high-level contingency 
plans for potential invasions. 

This is not to say that classical upland ethné somehow preserved the de- 
fensive methods of their Bronze Age ancestors; military technologies changed, 
and we know far too little about the social and political organization of the 
Mycenaean upland realm to say for sure. Then again, from a world-historical 
perspective, the Greek mainland circa 1500-500 is widely acknowledged as one 
of the most illustrative examples of the collapse and regeneration of a com- 
plex society. That is, the classical Greeks (the “second generation”) transformed 
and expanded the political and economic structures of the Mycenaean world 
while retaining distorted memories of the “first generation.”* Of course, the 
first generation usually amounts to the palatial centers in such scholarship, and 
the second generation to the classical poleis—the “citadel to city-state” view.’ 
But by developing defensive strategies aimed at neutralizing lowland aggres- 
sion, it is possible that the classical Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, and Ar- 
cadians regenerated a sociopolitical structure of the Bronze Age, only one that 
prevailed beyond the palace. 

Looking forward to the Hellenistic period, the lowlands no longer hosted 
the major centers of power in the Greek world. Macedonia and Epirus con- 
trolled most of the mainland by the end of the fourth century, and by the first 
quarter of the third century, the Aetolian and Achaean Leagues had emerged 
as significant regional powers. As for the other classical upland ethné, Acarnania 


104 CONCLUSION 


was now part of the Aetolian League. Most of Arcadia formed part of the 
Achaean League since the Arcadian League had dissolved by the middle of 
the fourth century, while the Phocian League prevailed well into the third 
century. 

The defensive concerns of these polities did change, though not drastically. 
The Phocians still faced a large-scale threat from the north, only now it was 
from the Thessalians and Macedonians. As part of the Achaean League, the 
Arcadians still contended with Sparta, as it took several centuries for the Spar- 
tans to give up their expansionary interests in the Peloponnese. Finally, the Ae- 
tolians and Acarnanians still dealt with threats from the coast. In fact, the 
Aetolians drove off a large-scale Macedonian invasion from the north in 321, 
and the Aetolian League repelled attempted invasions in 280 and 208. 

Furthermore, Hellenistic koina functioned as efficient federal states and in 
general experienced a high level of success, as illustrated best by the Aetolian 
and Achaean Leagues. Over the course of several centuries, these two federal 
polities successfully resisted Macedonia and eventually Rome while pursuing 
expansionary interests of their own within and beyond the Greek mainland. 
It would follow, then, that the Aetolians, Achaeans, and other Greek federal 
states developed and enacted high-level plans for maintaining security, achiev- 
ing long-term aims and interests, and ensuring future prosperity. It almost 
seems obvious. Yet there has been virtually no scholarly interest in the strate- 
gic methods of Hellenistic federal states, to say nothing of their classical 
roots—a potentially promising field of inquiry. 

At present, the potential strategies of Hellenistic federal states and the de- 
fensive capabilities of the Mycenaean upland realm can only be touched on as 
they exceed the scope of this book. However, these twin themes show that 
the broader implications of the defense of Greek upland ethné circa 490-362 
extend well beyond the classical period. 


Taking an even broader historical perspective, we see that security—both in- 
ternal and external—usually drives regional integration and the formation of 
federal unions. Federations also enhance economic development, increase in- 
ternational clout, and allow for territorial expansion. But in nearly every case, 
external security is a basic condition for future growth. 

In addition, although federal unions do not require the existence of an 
external threat, defensive alliances have produced a number of successful 
federations—especially when such an alliance or confederation forms between 
smaller, independent polities sharing a common identity.'° For example, in 1787 
the Constitution of the United States of America established a standing fed- 
eral government that corrected the perceived inadequacies of what had been 
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a loose confederation."’ But it was the loose confederation established in 1781 
that initially gained independence for its constituent members and provided 
the conditions for a “more perfect union.” 

In comparison, tracing the exact process whereby the loose confederations 
of Greek upland ethné became formal federal states is virtually impossible; 
the evidence is simply insufficient. To make matters even more difficult, an- 
cient and modern federations share only the most basic features, so compari- 
sons between the two tend to raise more questions than they answer.” 
Nevertheless, what initially attracted the attention of ancient writers to upland 
ethné were the military achievements of the Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, 
and Arcadians circa 490-362. 

Effective yet unconventional, and certainly unexpected, the collective 
capabilities of these polities in the face of large-scale threats demanded an 
explanation. This, in part, explains why the four defenses ended up in the 
narratives of Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon as the only ethnos-level 
activities detailed in a classical source. Given the nature of the sources, we can- 
not conclude that the federations that these ethné eventually became were 
primarily military phenomena. Nevertheless, the early military successes of 
these polities reveal an underlying violent element to the mere political ex- 
periments that koina are often made out to be. 

By way of conclusion, it is worth returning once more to the Thucydidean 
view of upland peoples, but in a later, more complete iteration. Writing in the 
second century CE, Arrian related a speech allegedly delivered by Alexander 
the Great to his fellow Macedonians at Opis in 324. Alexander was attempt- 
ing to dissuade his kinsmen from abandoning the conqueror’s cause, and he 
opened the speech with a reminder of how far the Macedonians had come: 


I will begin with my father Philip: he found you wandering and desti- 
tute, most of you dressed in skins, grazing a few sheep in the mountains, 
and pathetically fighting over them with the neighboring Triballians, 
Illyrians, and Thracians. He gave you cloaks to wear instead of skins, 
and led you down from the hills into the plains. He made you a match 
for the neighboring barbarians, teaching you to rely not on your moun- 
tain strongholds, but on your own innate valor. He made you city 
dwellers, and with laws and customs, he civilized you.’ 


By this later view, the upland people of the Greek mainland led pastoral, un- 
settled, lawless lives with only feeble political bonds between each other. At 
best, they could skirmish in the hills with their tribal enemies. In contrast, the 
plains allowed for an agricultural, settled, city-state way of life that led to bet- 
ter organization in the military sphere and greater security against external 
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threats. With regard to classical upland ethné, the Thessalians, Athenians, and 
Spartans undoubtedly would have agreed with the essential features of this 
view. It is essentially the same as Thucydides’ view of Greeks from the west- 
ern mainland. 

But consider the supposed opposition between relying on mountain strong- 
holds and relying on martial prowess. Before the invasions of circa 490, 426, 
389, and 370, the Thessalians, Athenians, and Spartans probably would have 
agreed with this point too. After all, if the Phocians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, 
or Arcadians were capable of properly defending themselves, why would they 
disappear and flock to the mountains at the sight of a foreign army? Why 
would they allow the destruction of their agricultural resources if they could 
resist like men? Why not fight like real Greeks? 

Such attitudes eventually proved to be lethal to lowland invaders. The 
Greeks of classical upland ethné saw no conflict between relying on the ad- 
vantages of their physical environments and relying on their own martial prow- 
ess. Indeed, they relied on both. And with their defensive strategies, they 
turned hills, woodlands, and rivers into allies—and invaders into quarry. 


NOTES 


Introduction 


1. All dates are BCE. Ancient authors are abbreviated according to the Oxford Clas- 
sical Dictionary (4th ed.). All translations are my own. “Upland” refers to regions of 
the classical mainland where the concentration of human settlement and mixed farm- 
ing resources was above 400 to 500 meters above sea level (Bintliff 1997, 1). All other 
terminology is dealt with below. 

2. For the concept of the Greek third world, or the Third Greece (das dritte Griech- 
enland), see Gehrke 1986, a relatively early attempt to discuss as a whole the various 
state-forms of the Greek world from the Archaic period to the Roman conquest. 

3. Perlman 1996; Nielsen 1996a; Beck 1997; Daverio Rocchi 1993; Morgan 2000; 
Gehrke 2000. 

4. For an example of this view, see Hansen’s opening remarks in his eminently use- 
ful distillation of the Copenhagen Polis Centre’s ongoing work: “It has often, quite 
rightly, been said that the polis, as a form of state and society, was the basis of the 
whole of Greek civilisation; and the implication of that is that one can only under- 
stand Greek civilisation if one understands the form of the society the Greeks lived 
under, i.e. the polis” (2006, 1; see also 56-61 for the concept of the polis as a community 
of citizens). 

5. Ina slightly less abstract version, these scholars object to an Athenocentric view 
of political organization and community in the Greek world (Brock and Hodkinson 
2000, 4-21), especially as the Athenians undeniably constituted an anomalous polity. 
See also Vlassopoulos 2007. 

6. The territorial limits of geographical ethné fluctuated during the late Archaic 
and classical periods, though not drastically. Examples of regional studies informed 
by the beyond-the-polis perspective include Bommeljé and Doorn 1987 (Aetolia); 
Helly 1995 (Thessaly); Berktold, Schmid, and Wacker 1996 (Acarnania); McInerney 
1999 (Phocis); Nielsen 2002 (Arcadia); and Borza 1990 (Macedonia). Parker (1998, 19-20) 
discusses the distinction between geographical ethné—primarily a phenomenon of 
the mainland—and what he refers to as “dispersed” ethné, that is, those not confined 
to a single geographical space. The best-known examples of the latter are the Dorians 
and Ionians (Alty 1982). 

7. See, in particular, Funke and Haake 2013; Freitag, Funke, and Haake 2006; 
and Morgan 2003, especially at 107-63 on cult communities. Morgan places special 
emphasis on the economic roles of sanctuaries as sites for storing and consuming 
material goods. 
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8. This phenomenon is not restricted to geographical ethné. For ethnicity in the 
ancient Greek world in general, see J. Hall 1997 and 2002. See also J. Hall 1998 for 
criticisms and Hall’s response. See McInerney 2001 for ethnos and ethnicity, and for 
archaeological perspectives, see Morgan 2001a. See also Nielsen 1999 and McInerney 
1999. 

9. Thuc. 1.5-6. Thucydides mentions by name the West Locrians, Aetolians, and 
Acarnanians but implicates the entire northern and western mainland, and even the 
Arcadians at 1.2. Modern iterations of this view include Ehrenberg 1969, 3-25, and 
Snodgrass 1980, 26-27, 42. Although geographical and ecological conditions did favor 
the development of more specialized pastoralist practices in upland ethné (Howe 
2008, 71-75), notably in western Arcadia, central Phocis, and Aetolia (Bommeljé and 
Doorn 1991), mixed agriculture was still prevalent (Morgan 2003, 168-69). See also 
Bakhuizen 1996. 

10. Cf. Aris. Pol. 1261a28, 1276a29, 1326b1-7. 

11. For a critique of the polis-centric perspective in modern scholarship, see McIn- 
erney 2013, 467. 

12. From this core-periphery perspective, the peripheral status of ethné during 
the classical period is only part of the story. From the late fourth through the second 
centuries, the northern and western mainland became the core (Macedonia, Epirus, 
and Aetolia) and the polis-centric lowlands the periphery (Bintliff 1997). 

13. This point is stressed by Purcell 1990, 58: “The polis in general, we might say, 
was a cul-de-sac, an unhelpful response to the challenges of the Mediterranean reality, 
if building large and relatively harmonious and inclusive societies is considered a 
worthwhile goal.” 

14. In the case of Greek ethné, a “tribe” was a distinguishable political community 
that lacked an urban center. The term is not necessarily synonymous with “pre-state” 
(Nagy 1990, 276-93) or “pre-polis” (Forrest 2000). 

15. For Macedonia and Thessaly, see Archibald 2000; for Epirus, see Davies 2000 
and Cabanes 1981. Cabanes highlights the stark differences between the ethné of Epi- 
rus and Acarnania. 

16. Tausend 1992, 34-47. 

17. It is worth noting, though, that this theme of variation and dynamism was not 
lost on earlier scholars of ancient federalism, statecraft, and representative govern- 
ment. Freeman (1893) was well aware that ethnos polities followed a different politi- 
cal trajectory, as was Busolt (1926, 1395-1575) and then Larsen (1955). However, each 
of these scholars was most interested in the federations of the Hellenistic period, espe- 
cially their constitutions (Freeman) and formal institutions (see also Larsen 1968). 
They also shared a more teleological historical view in that for them the pre-league 
polities of Archaic and even classical ethné were remnants of older tribal states. 

18. Beck 2003; Siewert and Aigner-Foresti 2005; Mackil 2013; Beck and Funke 
2015. The later volume, an up-to-date synthesis of federalism in the ancient Greek 
world, features contributions from thirty international scholars and is itself an exam- 
ple of variation in ethnos studies. 

19. See, for example, Corsten 1999, Funke and Haake 2013, and Mackil 2013, expand- 
ing the chronological focus of Morgan 2003. 

20. Mackil 2013, 346. 
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21. A particularly illustrative example is that Beck’s discussion of Bundesheere 
comprises only a single paragraph of his monograph on the history and structure of 
federal states in the fourth century (1997, 173). 

22. For the board of generals in Boeotia (Boeotarchs), see Hell. Ox. 16.3; and 
Giovannini 1971, 46-50, which concentrates on the significance of the Boeotarchs in 
the shaping of the early Boeotian League. For the most detailed account of the Thes- 
salian army and its relation to the state, see Helly 1995, 193-278. For military dedications, 
see Morgan 2001b, 20-44, and 30-34 for Archaic Thessaly. In the case of upland ethné, 
federal armies are inferred from specific figures in texts or the appearance of select 
forces abroad. See, for example, Rzepka 2009 on the Aetolians. The existence of early 
land divisions (Distrikte) in ethné is foundational to Corsten’s general argument about the 
emergence and shaping of later federal states—hence his discussion of the Heeresorgan- 
isation of the Acarnanian League (1999, 108-12), a partial exception to the point made 
immediately below, although most of Corsten’s evidence comes from the Hellenistic 
period. 

23. Pritchett 1971-1991a; Sabin, van Wees, and Whitby 2007; Campbell and Tritle 
2013; Kagan and Viggiano 2013. 

24. Arist. Pol. 1297b16-28. Much of the scholarly debate has grappled with what 
Aristotle posited as a matter of fact: the historicity, extent, and political ramifications 
of increased participation in heavy infantry combat. See, for example, Snodgrass 
1965; Salmon 1977; Morris 1987, 196-201; Raaflaub 1997; van Wees 2001; and Vig- 
giano 2013. 

25. For an outline and discussion of this traditional view and the major debates 
therein, see Wheeler 2007. 

26. Larsen 1968, at 44 for Phocis, 55-56 for West Locris, 79 for Aetolia, 86-87 for 
Achaea, and 90-91 for Acarnania. Larsen did not consider Epirus or Arcadia federal 
states before the King’s Peace of 386, and he did not treat Macedonia at all. 

27. Main sources for each: Hdt. 8.27—8 (Phocian Chalk Raid); Thuc. 3.94-8 (Aeto- 
lian Rout); Xen. Hell. 4.6 (Defense of Acarnania); Xen. Hell. 6.5.10-23 (Defense of 
Arcadia). 

28. These are Whatley’s basic criteria for accurately reconstructing an ancient 
battle (Whatley 1964). 

29. Gehrke 1986, 150-63, grouped Arcadia, Aetolia, Acarnania, and Phocis to- 
gether as poor agrarian states that lacked a significant maritime element (drmere 
Agrarstaaten ohne oder mit geringfiigiger maritime Komponente) and had few large-scale 
urban centers. 

30. This is a textual device in literary and historical writing that Barthes referred to 
as “the reality effect” (1986, 141-48; see also 1981). 

31. Kagan 2006a. 

32. Inspired by Keegan’s critique of modern military history (1976), the watershed 
study was Hanson 1989 on the minutiae of infantry battle in the classical Greek world. 
Following this was Hanson 1991, whose individual contributions explored most of 
the issues just listed. See also the contributions in Lloyd 1996, especially Mitchell 1996 
on the nature of hoplite battle. Other face-of-battle studies have investigated logistics 
and everyday life in ancient armies, especially those on extended campaigns (Lee 
2007), the psychology of Athenian hoplites based on developments in American 
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military psychology (Crowley 2012), and more traditional face-of-battle topics. See, 
for example, the contributions in Campbell and Tritle 2013 under “The Face of Battle 
in the Classical World” and “Impacts and Techniques.” See also Krentz 2013 and 
Schwartz 2013. Of course, the classical Greek battle experience was never limited to 
land (Strauss 2000a). For the Roman face of battle, see Goldsworthy 1996, Lee 1996, 
and Sabin 2000. For criticisms of the ancient face of battle, see, in particular, Wheeler 
2001, 169-74; Wheeler 2007b, xix—xxiii; and Wheeler 2011, 64-75. See also Lynn 2003, 
1-27. 

33. White 1991 treats Indian-European relations in the Great Lakes region from the 
seventeenth to the nineteenth century; Scott 2009 treats modern-day Zomia or up- 
land Southeast Asia, especially at 38-39 on “strategic adaptations” of resistance: 
“[We] may profitably look back to Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War, which describes a 
world of peoples [ethné], some with kings, some without, whose fickle loyalties and 
unreliable cohesion is a source of constant anxiety to the statesmen of each of the 
major antagonists: Athens, Sparta, Corinth, and Syracuse” (38). The present study 
calls into question the notion of “unreliable cohesion.” 

34. For a discussion of the nation-state as a modern phenomenon, see Giddens 
1985, 83-121. See also Elazer 1987, 223-31. 

35. Cohen (2000) has argued that classical Athens is best understood not as a polis 
but as an ethnos. He considers “the imagined community” of a modern nation-state 
the closest approximation of an ancient ethnos. 

36. For the polyvalence of ethnos, see Bakhuizen 1989; McInerney 1999, 22-25; 
and Hall 2007, 88-92. 

37. The exception is late-sixth- and early-fifth-century Phocis. In general, when an 
ancient source—literary or epigraphic—applies the term koinon to a state or state-level 
institution, this is taken as evidence of the existence of a federal or league state. See, 
for example, Larsen 1968, xiv—xvi; and Stanton 1982. 

38. Giovannini 1971, 14-24. Giovannini argued that there were only “unitary” 
states—a sympoliteia in the singular. 

39. Walbank 1976-1977. Lehmann (2001) has argued that there was no theory of 
federalism in antiquity, that is, in the writings of Aristotle and Polybius, although he 
acknowledges that federal states existed in the ancient world. For attempts at defining 
a Greek federal state, see, for example, Beck 1997, 9-19; Corsten 1999, 14-17; and Rzepka 
2002, especially 226-40; and Siewert 2005. 

40. Cf. White 1991, 413. 

41. Liddell Hart 1967, 322. 

42. Gray 2014, 155. 

43. For the strategic aims of ancient states, see the contributions in Hanson 
2010. Helpful for understanding strategy in the ancient world is Mintzberg’s distinc- 
tion between intended strategy and realized strategy, that is, strategy as a pattern in 
decision making: “When a sequence of decisions in some area exhibits a consistency 
over time, a strategy will be considered to have formed” (1978, 935). This, I would 
argue, is the general sense of strategy in Hanson 2010. Freedman (2013) has recently 
treated the history of strategy in all of its various guises from antiquity to the present 
day. However, he limits his analysis of the Greeks to strategic thought in Homer, 
Thucydides, and Plato (22-41). The study of Roman grand strategy begins with Lu- 
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ttwak 1976. See K. Kagan 2006b for a survey of past debates and suggestions for 
future approaches. For fifth-century Athenian strategy, see Ober 1985b; and Kagan 
2010. For fourth-century Athenian strategy, see Ober 1985a. 

44. “Strategy is nothing without battle, for battle is the material that it applies, the 
very means that it employs. Just as tactics is the employment of military forces in battle, 
so strategy is the employment [and threat] of battles . . . to achieve the object of war” 
(von Clausewitz 1979, 77). This is a narrower, operational view of strategy, one more 
familiar to those directly involved in the actual conduct of war (Paret 1986, 3). 


1. The Phocian Chalk Raid of the Thessalian Camp Circa 490 


1. For the physical geography and topography of Phocis, see Schober 1924, Fossey 
1986 (eastern Phocis), and McInerney 1999, 40-85. 

2. The case for an early ethnic identity rests primarily on the appearance of Pho- 
cian communities in the Catalogue of Ships (Hom. Il. 2.517-23): “The Catalogue reified 
the existence of a region identifiable as Phokis by naming nine neighboring sites all 
occupied by the Phokians. . . . [It] is our earliest evidence for a distinct region occu- 
pied by a group identified as Phokians” (McInerney 1999, 120). The sites named in the 
Catalogue span the northern and southern regions, although most are located in the 
more mountainous south. 

3. Morgan (2003, 113-34) has detailed this process in depth. 

4. On pressure from Thessaly as the main source of Phocian unification, see 
Larsen 1968, 43—48; Beck 1997, 109; McInerney 1999, 177. The earliest mention of a 
Phocian koinon is Strabo 9.3.15, which refers to Phocian activities at Delphi during the 
mid-fifth century. Of course, Strabo was writing approximately five centuries after 
the fact. 

5. Evidence also exists, to a lesser extent, in the representative involvement in the 
Delphic Amphictyony during the sixth century (Tausend 1992, 35—47). Involvement 
in the Amphictyony provides clear evidence of some form of political integration in 
Phocis (cf. Beck 1997, 192-96). For Phocian coinage, see Williams 1972, 9-18. For the 
Phokikon, see McInerney 1997 and McInerney 1999, 178-81. 

6. See, for example, Larsen 1968, xi—xxviii; Walbank 1976-1977, 27-51; Stanton 
1982; Beck 1997, 9-19; Corsten 1999, 185-240; Siewert 2005; and the introduction to 
this book. 

7. On the different meanings of coinage in the archaic Greek world, see Kurke 1999, 
especially 6-22 and 41-67. See also the contributions in Meadows and Shipton 2001. 

8. Williams 1972, 11. However, Martin 1985 has questioned the notion that Greeks 
associated the minting of coins with freedom or independence. 

9. Paus. 10.5.2. French and Vanderpool (1963) originally identified the earlier struc- 
ture as the sanctuary of the hero Archegetes. McInerney then interpreted the early 
bouleuterion-style construction of this building as the original Phokikon, correctly not- 
ing that “religious sanctuaries regularly served as federal meeting places” (1997, 203). 

10. Larsen (1968, xiv) preferred the term “confederacy” to “distinguish a true fed- 
eral state from a looser organization.” The latter he termed a “league” or “permanent 
alliance.” In the case of the Phocians, my use of “confederation” is closer to Larsen’s 
sympolity: “[a political] organization embracing a number of cities” (1968, xv). 
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11. For studies that overlook the Chalk Raid or mention it only in passing, see 
Larsen 1968; Giovannini 1971; and Beck 1997. For a battle compendium, see Montagu 
2000. There is no discussion of methodology in Montagu’s work—that is, of what 
counts as a battle—but Herodotus specifically refers to the incident as a maché at 
8.27.5. 

12. Williams 1972, 5. Ellinger treats the Chalk Raid as part of the Phocians’ national 
origins myth; the historicity of the incident is less important for his purposes (1993, 
21). For McInerney (1999, 177), the Chalk Raid is one of a series of “colorful stories” 
that illustrate the Phocians’ collective resolve against the Thessalians during the time 
in question, and little besides. 

13. Ellinger 1978, 1987, and 1993. The extreme situations include the tale of Pho- 
cian Desperation, the Phocian Chalk Raid and Amphorae Trap against the Thes- 
salians, and Thermopylae, all ca. 510-480. Ellinger and others have pieced together the 
Phocians’ national legend from a range of ancient sources that stretch well into the 
Roman period; the Phocians did not articulate a coherent national legend that 
scholars can study as such. For the Phocian “national saga,” see Burn 1960, 204. 

14. Hdt 8.27.5. For the dekate, or war tithe, see Pritchett 1971-1991, 1:93-100, and 
at 93-94 for the Chalk Raid. Dedications could consist of slaves, land, money, or 
spoils, and the practice was common enough that without it, in Pritchett’s assess- 
ment (1971-1991, 1:100), “few of the temples and other sacred buildings of Greece 
would have been built.” 

15. Paus. 10.13.3-4. See Daux 1936, 141 and 192; and Jacquemin 1999, 52-53, for 
discussion of these monuments. See also Parke and Boardman 1957. 

16. The Persians “plundered and set on fire” the sanctuary of Apollo at Abae (Hdt. 
8.33) in the vicinity of modern-day Kalapodi, an area that has been the subject of in- 
tense archaeological research in recent decades. The sanctuary destroyed by the Per- 
sians is now associated with the south temple at Kalapodi and was left buried in ruins 
until the Augustan period (Felsch 2007, 13-24). The lower town of Abae was destroyed 
again in 371 at the hands of Jason of Pherae (Xen. Hell. 6.4.27) and once more in 346 by 
Philip II (Paus. 10.35.6). See also Fossey 1986, 77-81; and McInerney 1999, 288-89. 

17. The literature on Herodotus’s sources of information, methods, and reliability 
is enormous. Marincola (2001, 31-39) outlines the major debates and highlights the 
problems with the past dichotomy of viewing Herodotus as wholly reliable or wholly 
a liar. See also Hornblower (2002) on Herodotus’s handling of sources and its relation 
to other forms of contemporary literary and scientific discourse. 

18. On the pro-Phocian tone of Herodotus’s narrative, see Bowie 2007, 123. 

19. Hdt. 8.30.2. Cf. Plut. De Her. mal. 35, who took issue with this assessment in 
defense of the Phocians’ loyalty to the Greek cause. 

20. For a basic introduction to Polyaenus’s life and work, see Krentz and Wheeler 
1994, vi-xxiv. For a more in-depth treatment, see Wheeler 2010. 

21. Elsewhere in the historical parts of his guide to Greece, Pausanias seems to 
have favored and relied heavily on Herodotus (Habicht 1985, 97). Habicht does not 
discuss the possible exception of the Chalk Raid. See also Bingen 1996 for various 
discussions of Pausanias’s sources and historical methods. 

22. Hdt. 8.27.2. Sordi 1953b, 252-58, and Larsen 1960, 229-37, both date the inci- 
dent to ca. 498-485. 
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23. For Phocian-Thessalian relations and conflict ca. 510-480, see Larsen 1968, 
109-11; Helly 1995, 220-23; and McInerney 1999, 173-78. 

24. Hdt. 8.27.2. By “large-scale invasion,” I mean to convey a mobilization of 
forces significantly greater than that of a smaller-scale, harassing raid. See below for 
the distinction between “invasion” and “raid” in Phocian-Thessalian relations. 

25. Polyb. 16.32; Plut. Mor. 244B-D (=Mulierum virtutes 2); Polyaenus 8.65; Paus. 
10.1.7. See also Stadter 1965, 34-41, and Ellinger 1993, 233-46. 

26. Raiding on horseback was how the Thessalians contributed to the failure of 
the settlement at Heraclea in Trachis ca. 425 (Thuc. 3.93). 

27. Hdt. 8.28; Paus. 10.1.3; Polyaenus 6.18.2. The success of the Phocians’ strata- 
gem implies that such raids occurred frequently. See Fossey 1986, 72-76. 

28. Hdt. 8.29.1. 

29. Hdt. 8.28.1. 

30. Whatever the exact chronology of specific incidents, the Chalk Raid and Ampho- 
rae Trap both speak to the Phocians’ ongoing struggle for independence from the Thes- 
salians ca. 510-480 (cf. Larsen 1968, 111; Williams 1972, 5-8; and McInerney 1999, 177). 

31. Szemler 1988, 558, and Szemler 1991, 110-11. On the Phokis-Doris Expedition, 
see Kase 1991. Before this archaeological investigation, scholars considered the coastal 
route that proceeded through the pass at Thermopylae and then through east Locrian 
territory as the only suitable point of access from the northern mainland into Phocian 
territory and the rest of the central mainland (e.g., Larsen 1960; Pritchett 1982, 123-75). 
On the “Pass through Trachis,” see Hdt. 7.175-6, 199. 

32. Paus. 10.1.11. 

33. On routes and roads within Phocian territory, see McInerney 1999, 42, map 1. 

34. On possible Thessalian allies, see Hdt. 7.132 and Helly 1995, 131-92. 

35. The only discernible unit of division within the Phocian ethnos during the 
time in question was the polis or town (Beck 1997, 106-11), as opposed to the Dis- 
trikte of other Greek ethné (Corsten 1999). For this reason, Corsten does not treat the 
Phocians in his study of early Greek league-states. See also Oulhen 2004. 

36. On the geographical vulnerability of the Kephisos River Valley and the prolifera- 
tion of mountain refuges, see McInerney 1999, 47-54: “The consistency of settlement 
pattern throughout the Kephisos valley is unmistakable. Because some of the towns of 
the upper Kephisos valley are renowned for their fortifications [mostly dating to the mid- 
fourth century], there has been a tendency to explain their siting in terms of the defen- 
sive strength of their position. But strong walls do not mean that the site of a town was 
originally chosen with defense in mind. ... A better explanation for the regularity of 
the settlement pattern of the upper Kephisos valley lies in the natural environment. 
Each environmental unit resembled each other region in that each incorporated terri- 
tory extending from the river to the foothills, so that in each one the same combination 
of agriculture, arboriculture, viticulture, and grazing was possible” (52-53). 

37. Hdt. 8.27.3; Polyaenus 6.18.1. 

38. Herodotus elsewhere depicts the Phocians as under siege at 8.28.1. See also 
How and Wells (1912, 243). 

39. Hdt. 8.32; see also McInerney 1999, 177-80. Tithorea was also the site to which 
Philomelos fled and where he eventually committed suicide after the defeat of his 
mercenary army at Neon in 355 (Diod. 16.31, Paus. 10.24.4). 
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40. Likely candidates include the inhabitants of Charadra, Lilaia, and Drymaia in 
the northern Kephisos Valley where there were no natural barriers between Phocian 
and Dorian territory. In addition, Tithorea was the only naturally fortified site in the 
region, while Neon, the town immediately beneath the refuge, was accessible by a 
rudimentary road, “several miles of which were suitable for carts,” says Pausanias 
(10.32.8). See also McInerney 1999, 46. 

41. For versions available to Pausanias that were competing with Herodotus, see 
Habicht 1985, 97. See also Ellinger 1993, 14-22. 

42. On the geology of Parnassus, see Kraft 1991, 1-2; on quarrying, see Papageor- 
gakis and Kolaiti 1992. Ellinger devotes a lengthy discussion to the distinction be- 
tween le plâtre (building material) and la chaux (loose, powdery substance), since 
gypsos and its derivatives can mean both (1993, 62-88). My interpretation strikes a 
middle ground between this either/or scenario. Hereafter, by “chalk” I mean the 
whitish, chalky residue that would have remained after the limestone paste had dried. 

43. Kraft 1991, 12. 

44. McInerney reaches the same conclusion regarding the location of the Chalk 
Raid (1999, 175-76), but while acknowledging that Pausanias diverges from Herodo- 
tus’s narrative (184n88), he makes no attempt to reconcile the two accounts. 

45. In Pausanias’s day, Tithorea included both the mountain refuge and the polis of 
Neon attested to in Herodotus (Paus. 10.32.9). See also Oulhen 2004, 422-23. 

46. On the topography of Tithorea, see McInerney 1999, 278-80. 

47. Hdt. 8.32-33. 

48. Plut. Mor. 244B. 

49. Hdt. 8.27.3; cf. Paus 10.1.11. 

50. For a comprehensive treatment of the seer in the ancient Greek world, see 
Flower 2008, 93, for “poetic” seers in Herodotus and 153-87 for the seer in warfare. 
See also Pritchett 1971-1991a, 3:47-90, for military manteis. 

51. Paus. 10.1.3. 

52. Hdt. 8.28.1. The implication here is that even in Herodotus’s day there was 
some distinction between Thessalian infantrymen and cavalrymen, regardless of the 
size, quality, or status of the former, and even though the latter could dismount and 
fight on foot (cf. Hanson 2000, 209). For the Thessalian army, see Helly 1995, 193—278; 
for warfare and Thessalian society in the late Archaic and early classical periods, see 
Morgan 2001, 30-34. 

53. Bowie 2007, 121. 

54. Hom. Il. 10.218—579; see also Strauss 2006, 131-44. 

55. Thuc. 7.44. 

56. The Phocians’ equipment is discussed further below. 

57. “Tracers work both ways” is one of Murphy’s anonymous laws of combat. A 
tracer is a bullet equipped with a small pyrotechnic charge that allows the shooter to 
follow the projectile’s trajectory with the naked eye, even in daylight conditions. 

58. I base this estimate on Krentz’s estimation of casualties in hoplite battle at 
14 percent for the defeated side in conventional circumstances and near 20 to 25 percent 
in unconventional ones such as the Athenian defeat at Syracuse discussed above 
(Krentz 1985b). The relative accuracy of 4,000 is based primarily on the size of the 
dekate that funded the monuments at Delphi and Abae and the number of shields that 
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the Phocians are said to have dedicated. Also, in 373, Jason of Pherae assembled an 
army of 8,000 cavalrymen, at least 20,000 hoplites, and an equal number of peltasts. 
This included allies, although most were Thessalians (Xen. Hell. 6.1.19; see also Helly 
1995, 252-56). The estimate above amounts to approximately half of what the Thes- 
salians and their allies could field in Jason’s day. 

59. Hdt. 8.27.3, Paus. 10.1.11. 

60. The figure of 1,000 Phocian hoplites appears at Hdt. 7.203 and 7.217 where 
the Phocians assemble to protect their countryside at Thermopylae and Trachis, and 
at 9.17 and 9.31 where they are compelled to fight on the Persian side under the com- 
mand of a preeminent Phocian named Harmocydes. 

61. No source explicitly mentions the activities or involvement of noncombatants 
in the incident as Herodotus does at 8.32-33 during the Persian invasion. 

62. Hdt. 7.216-18. Of course, no civilians were involved in this particular incident. 

63. For hoplite equipment and mobility, see Anderson 1991, 15-37, and Krentz 2010, 
45-50. 

64. Paus. 10.1.11; Polyaenus 6.18.1. 

65. “At least in pairs” hearkens back to the nighttime incursion of Diomedes and 
Odysseus (Hom. Il. 10.220—6). 

66. Hdt. 8.27.3; cf. Paus. 10.1.11 and Polyaenus 6.18.1. 

67. Polyaenus 6.18.1. 

68. Perhaps this should come as no surprise given that Polyaenus was of Macedo- 
nian descent and so may have been favorably disposed toward the Thessalians (Schet- 
tino 1998, 191-278). It is interesting to point out, however, that with “it is said” at 10.1.11, 
Pausanias also distances himself from the notion that the Thessalians all fled in terror. 
The implication in Pausanias’s account is that the whitened Phocians seemed more 
supernatural than anything else and to a certain extent were mistaken as auxiliaries. 

69. Hdt. 8.27.3. 

70. Hdt. 8.27.2; Paus. 10.1.11. 

71. McInerney 1999, 44. 

72. On methods of killing with hoplite equipment, see Lazenby 1991. 

73. Hdt. 8.27.3; cf. Polyaenus 6.18.1. 

74. Herodotus also uses this word at 8.27.1 to describe the Spartan defeat at Ther- 
mopylae. 

75. Hdt. 8.27.3. 

76. In 379, conspirators against the pro-Sparta party at Thebes armed themselves 
with spoils that were hanging in the stoas (Xen. Hell. 5.4.8; see also Pritchett 1971-1991a, 
1:95n9). 

77. Hdt. 9.17. 

78. Hdt. 9.31. 

79. Paus. 10.2.1. 

80. Buckler 1989. 

81. Xen. Hell. 6.4.21. In Xenophon’s view, this ability is the reason that Jason of 
Pherae rushed through Phocian territory so quickly. 

82. Hdt. 8.32. 

83. Even for the rest of the fifth century, there is no evidence to suggest that the 
Phocians fought as anything other than hoplites. The fourth century is a different 
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matter, notably in the exploits of Philomelos during the Third Sacred War. These 
exploits involved Phocian cavalry and perhaps even Phocian peltasts (Diod. 16.30- 
31; see also Buckler 1989, 23-24). For pastoral conflict between Phocians and West 
Locrians, see Howe 2003 and Howe 2008, 72 and 85-86. 

84. Larsen (1968, 44) raises the possibility of local resources available to later writ- 
ers that were “lost to the main currents of Greek historiography” and so are no lon- 
ger extant. 

85. In addition, there is an early fourth century decree that granted Phocian citi- 
zenship to three Athenians (Giovannini 1971, 52-53). For the epigraphic record of the 
Phocian koinon ca. 350-280, see McInerney 1999, 236-41. 

86. McInerney 1999, 181. 

87. On these common features of koina, see McInerney 2013, 470-71. 

88. Thuc. 1.107. 

89. On the attack and seizure of Delphi, see Plut. Cim. 17.3; on hostilities against 
Thessaly, see Thuc. 1.111. The possible alliance with the Athenians is based on a frag- 
mentary Athenian decree (McInerney 1999, 188-89). 

90. See, for example, Martin-Gil et al. 2007. 


2. The Aetolian Rout of the Athenians in 426 


1. Hom. Il. 9.529, 9.549, 23.633; Pind. Ol. 3.10. See also Brennan 1987, 1-3, for a pos- 
sible ethnic joke in Homer at the Aetolians’ expense. 

2. Ephorus FGrHist 70F122; Diod. Sic. 18.25.1; Livy 36.30.4; Strabo 10.2.3-4. 

3. Hdt. 6.127. 

4. Thuc. 1.5-6; see also the introduction to this book. 

5. Eur. Phoen. 138. For the origins and legacy of the ancient topos of barbarism 
vis-a-vis the Aetolians, see Antonetti 1987a, especially 209-13. See also Dench 1995, 
111-53, on the differences between ancient and modern preoccupations with 
mountain societies. For the relationship between drama and social reality in fifth- and 
fourth-century Athens, see E. Hall 2006. 

6. Polyb. 4.3.5,, 4.62.2, 4.64.8, 4.67.3-4, 4.79.1, 18.7-9. For Polybius and the Aeto- 
lians, see Sacks 1975, Mendels 1984/1986, and Champion 2007. 

7. Livy 32.24.3—4. Antonetti (1990, 43—143) has traced the devolution of these an- 
cient attitudes toward the Aetolians from the classical through the Roman periods. 

8. For Aetolian raiding as a transhistorical phenomenon, see Bakhuizen 1996. See 
Grainger 1999, 3-25, for the argument against the view of late classical and Hellenis- 
tic Aetolia as a pirate state. 

9. On the importance of pastoralism, see Bommeljé and Doorn 1991. 

10. Sebastiaan Bommeljé’s observation that “from an archaeological point of 
view, Aetolia is still one of the most poorly researched regions of Greece” (1987a, 14) 
remains valid. The most recent archaeological activity in the region has concentrated 
on the prehistoric era (Dietz and Moschos 2006) and on areas that were not “Aetolian” 
during the time in question, in particular Calydon (Dietz and Stavropoulou-Gatsi 
2011a and 2011b). 

11. Funke 1987, Bommeljé 1987b, 21-23. 

12. Bommeljé 1987a, 13. 
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13. On the Aetolian League, see Grainger 1999 and Scholten 2000; on the Athe- 
nian decree, see Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 168-73. 

14. On the character of the early Aetolian ethnos, see Larsen 1968, 78-80. 

15. For the development of the emergent Aetolian koinon, see Giovannini 1971, 
60-63; Beck 1997, 43-54; Funke 1997, 152-63; Corsten 1999, 133-59; and Mackil 2013, 
52-57. 

16. For the embassy to Sparta, see Thuc. 3.100 (discussed further below). For the 
text and commentary of the fifth-century defensive alliance with Sparta, see Meiggs 
and Lewis 1989, 312, and Baltrusch 1994, 21-30. For conflict over Naupactus, see Jac- 
quemin and Laroche 1982, 192-204, which discusses a Messenian monument at Del- 
phi celebrating a victory over the Aetolians at Naupactus dated roughly to the early 
fifth century. See also Xen. Hell. 4.6.14. In 402, upwards of a thousand selected (epilek- 
toi) Aetolians helped the Eleans in their conflict with the Spartans (Diod. 14.17 and 
see Rzepka 2009, 18-19). For defense, see below. 

17. Thuc. 3.9498. 

18. See, for example, Stahl’s study of recurring structural elements (Wiederkeh- 
rende Strukturmomente des Geschehens) and event complexes (Ereigniskomplexe) in 3.94— 
114 and 4.2—5.14 (1966, 129-57). 

19. For defenses of Demosthenes against Thucydides, see Woodcock 1928 and 
Treu 1956. Roisman 1993 has reevaluated Demosthenes’ generalship and assessed his 
place in the history of Greek warfare by studying Demosthenes’ career as docu- 
mented by Thucydides. For the study of individuals in Thucydides, see Westlake 
1968, 97-121, and 261-76 for Demosthenes. 

20. The central issue with Aigition—a polis in the urban sense—is whether the 
site also functioned as a polis in the political sense ca. 426-367, roughly from the Ae- 
tolian Rout of the Athenians until the emergence of the Aetolian koinon in the epi- 
graphic record. Funke (1997) argues in the affirmative, but see the cautions of Hansen 
1995, 39—40, 43. 

21. For the incident as illustrative of general attitudes toward ethné, see Morgan 
2003, 7-8. For attitudes toward the Aetolians, see Antonetti 1990, 77-85. 

22. Lazenby 2004, 61. See also Ober (1991, 178), who cites the Athenians’ failure to 
construct a suitable escape route as a key factor in the loss of so many hoplites. This 
rendered the Athenians overly susceptible to pursuit. 

23. Van Wees 2004, 64. On the early indication of the rise of light-armed troops, 
see Best 1969, 17-35, and Anderson 1970, 117. 

24. “There is a note of pathos in the usually somber Thucydides when he describes 
the fate of a phalanx of five hundred [sic] of the best Athenian infantry who during 
the early years of the Peloponnesian War stumbled clumsily into the mountainous 
wilds of Aitolia only to be bled white by the javelins and arrows of lightly armed native 
irregulars. Nowhere was there an enemy phalanx visible to test the Athenians’ spears 
and unbroken ranks” (Hanson 1989, 16). 

25. Diodorus’s summary version (12.60), if not based entirely on Thucydides, 
adds nothing. 

26. The literature devoted to Thucydides’ method—its philosophical basis, intel- 
lectual predilections, rhetorical strategies, and the role of historical truth, among 
other things—is immense. Major root treatments include de Romilly 1956, Stahl 
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1966, Hunter 1973, and Connor 1984. For the contested modern image of Thucydides 
as a historian, see, for example, Connor 1977 and Loraux 1980. See also Dover 1983 
for the debate of Thucydides “as history” and “as literature.” For the same debate in 
the case of battles, see Paul 1987, tempered by Hunt 2006, 388-89. 

27. Thuc. 3.90. Hornblower calls this “a unique and very interesting program- 
matic statement by Th. of a general method—selectivity—which he in fact practises 
throughout his work” (1991, 498, citing his earlier treatment of this theme at 1987, 
37-44). The statements also suggest a reliance on memory, elsewhere ridiculed in 
Thucydides’ work (Meyer 2008). 

28. Compare his claim to authority in detailing the plague (2.48) and his use of the 
third person to relate his own involvement in the Athenian defeat at Amphipolis in 424 
(4.102-8). 

29. For Demosthenes as Thucydides’ source, see Westlake 1968, 97. The argument 
rests on the unusually high level of detail in incidents involving Demosthenes and, 
more importantly, on the personal relationship the two had as colleagues on the 
board of stratégoi in 424/423. 

30. Key archaeological and ethnographic studies include Bommeljé and Doorn 
1987, and Doorn 1993. Key topographical studies include Freitag 1999 on the Gulf of 
Corinth, and Pritchett 1991b, 47-82 (“Demosthenes Campaign in Southern Aitolia in 
426 BC”). For the literary aspects of Thucydidean geography, see Funke and Haake 2006. 

31. Thuc. 3.89-91; Diod. Sic. 12.60. For further contextual analysis, see Kagan 1974, 
187-201, and Lendon 2010, 219-33. See also Westlake 1945 for the general pattern 
and aims of Athenian seaborne raids in Periclean strategy, and Bosworth 1992 for the 
Athenians’ intervention in Sicily. 

32. Thuc. 3.92-93; Diod. 12.59. For a brief discussion of the strategic significance 
of Heraclea in Trachis for the Spartans, see Andrewes 1978, 95-99. See also Malkin 
1994, 219-35. 

33. Thuc. 2.102, 2.28; see also Krentz and Sullivan 1987. 

34. Thucydides hints at a tense equilibrium between the western Greeks (3.113): 
the Acarnanians preferred to contend with the defeated and subdued Ambraciots— 
as opposed to annihilating them—if this would prevent a permanent Athenian pres- 
ence in the region. Incidentally, the Aetolians were the first to dominate this part of 
the Greek world, emerging as a regional power toward the end of the fourth 
century (Larsen 1968, 195-215; Mendels 1984; Corsten 1999, 133-59; Grainger 1999, 
29-104; Arnush 2000; Scholten 2000, 14-28). 

35. Thucydides is imprecise about the exact timing of the incident, but given his 
system of chronology (Meritt 1962, Pritchett 1986) and the scale of subsequent events, 
the Athenians would have arrived in the region some time between early March and 
early June. 

36. Thuc. 3.91, 3.94. 

37. On the settlement at Naupactus, see Thuc. 1.103 and Lewis 1992, 118. 

38. Thuc. 3.95. For a discussion of Demosthenes’ aims, see Roisman 1993, 24-25. 

39. Thuc. 3.94.4. 

40. For the use of ethnos in Thucydides, focusing on the Macedonians and Thracians, 
see Xydopoulos 2007. 

41. Freitag, Funke, and Moustakis 2004, 382-86. 
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42. The territorial boundaries of the Aetolian groups mentioned by name remain 
unclear, even from later periods, and they likely never were clear except to the groups 
themselves (Antonetti 1987b and 1988). 

43. For Aetolian topography and geography, Woodhouse 1897, 3-52, remains a 
useful reference. For a more general overview, see Deylius 1987, 32-38. 

44. Thuc. 3.94.5. It is unclear whether these ethnographic observations apply to 
Aetolians writ large or just to the more remote Eurytanians, although the latter seems 
to be the case. 

45. For the relationship between Homeric Aeolis and the fifth- and fourth- 
century Aetolian ethnos, see Bommeljé 1988. 

46. An important qualification: in the Messenians’ view, the warlike Aetolians were 
militarily feeble only in isolation of each other (cf. Lendon 2010, 478n28: “Demosthe- 
nes’ attack on Aetolia was premised on the military feebleness of the Aetolians”). It 
was the Aetolians’ ability to unite that the Messenians encouraged Demosthenes to 
keep in mind. 

47. Thuc. 3.95.23; see also Gomme 1956, 404. Although the exact location of this 
base—the precinct of Neman Zeus—remains uncertain, Pritchett estimates approxi- 
mately one kilometer as the distance from the harbor at Oineon to the site of the 
camp (1991b, 60). See also Lerat 1952, 195-97. 

48. For the duties and responsibilities of Athenian marines, see Morrison, Coates, 
and Rankov 2000, 107-26. See also Rawlings (2000), who does not consider hoplite 
equipment to have been constraining. In general, Rawlings views hoplites as military 
“all-rounders” capable of performing a range of duties without significant modifica- 
tion of their armament (2007, 224). 

49. Thuc. 3.95.3. 

50. For the topography of Ozolian Locris, see Lerat 1952, especially 62-72, and 
Freitag 1999, 58-113, concentrating on the coast. 

51. Thuc. 3.95.3. The phrase “armed in a similar fashion” suggests a preference for 
a light armament, but the description is vague in a military context, as is the adjective 
psilos (Lendon 2005, 412-13). 

52. For a general discussion of conflict over pasture and grazing rights, see Howe 
2008, 77-97. Such conflict would have been the norm between Aetolians and West 
Locrians, given the ecology of the region. Pritchett (1991b, 75) notes that the Locri- 
ans’ failure to meet up with the Athenians and their allies later in the invasion is 
somewhat suspicious. 

53. Thuc. 3.96.2. 

54. For the identifications of these sites—Poteidania is the only one identifiable by 
an inscription—I am relying on Pritchett’s autopsy of the region and his synthesis and 
criticism of previous topographical research (1991b, 47-82). I have measured all dis- 
tances in my reconstruction from his 1:50,000 maps. As for the Aetolians’ lack of resis- 
tance, the term for “booty” in this case refers to goods from captured towns, not from 
stripped enemies (Hornblower 1991, 512). See also Pritchett 1971-1991a, 1:53-84. 

55. According to Thucydides, Demosthenes was envisioning a subsequent inva- 
sion of the Ophionions should they refuse to join him, but the wording of this notice 
in 3.96 seems to conflict with the Messenians’ original advice (Gomme 1956, 404-5). 

56. Thuc. 3.96.3. 
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57. Using known Hellenistic sites as a starting point, the archaeological team con- 
ducted the study by physically occupying 242 sites in southern and eastern Aetolia. 
Ultimately, the archaeologists concluded that the settlement pattern in the region 
“appears to form a distinct interrelated system, or better, several clusters of sites 
which have inter-visibility” (Bommeljé 1987a, 23). 

58. Plut. Mor. 210. 

59. Just. 24.1. 

60. Livy 28.8. 

61. Ober 1991, 178. 

62. Thuc. 3.96.3. 

63. For possible ancient transhumance routes and lines of communication based on 
modern ethnographic analyses in the eparchy of Doris (eastern Aetolia), see Doorn 1985: 
“In sum, the region displays some important stable spatio-ecological characteristics, such 
as the limitation of resources suitable for human exploitation and the restriction for the 
possibilities for communication” (278), all due in no small part to the severe and limiting 
nature of the region’s terrain. See also Bommeljé and Doorn 1991, and Doorn 1993. 

64. Thuc. 3.97.2. This notice makes van Wees’s point regarding Thucydides’ re- 
markable failure to acknowledge the presence of light-armed rowers all the more 
puzzling (cf. Hornblower 1991, 361, 513). 

65. Thuc. 3.97.1. See also Gomme (1956, 405), who interprets Thucydides to 
mean that the Messenians gave Demosthenes better or different advice about pro- 
ceeding with the invasion. 

66. Thuc. 3.97.2. 

67. Pritchett 1991b, 72-73. This distance assumes that the Athenians and their al- 
lies followed the most direct route feasible. The course of the modern circuitous road 
connecting modern-day Varna (ancient Teichion) and Strouza (ancient Aigition) 
would have been a less arduous but longer route. 

68. On the polyvalence of “polis” from a physical location in one context to a com- 
munity of citizens in another, see Hansen 2006, 56-61. See above for the debate sur- 
rounding the case of fifth-century Aigition. See Bommeljé 1981-1982, 248, for the 
results of a Dutch survey dedicated to the topography and historical ecology of the 
Strouza region and the history of ancient Aigition. 

69. Thuc. 3.97.2-3. The surrounding heights—three are easily discernible—are lo- 
cated to the north and east of Aigition (Pritchett 1991b, 74; see also Pls. 86, 89, and 90). 

70. Thuc. 3.97.3. 

71. These were the exact tactics that the Aetolians employed to great effect against 
the Spartans in 402 at Elis (Diod. 14.17) and during the Macedonian invasion of 321 
(Diod. 18.24~25). 

72. Thuc. 3.97.3. 

73. Thuc. 3.97.3. 

74. On the weight of hoplite equipment, see Krentz 2010, 45-50. 

75. The language of pursuits and tactical withdrawals draws a distinction between 
an active or aggressive chase and a skillful, deceptive leading on (cf. Xen. Cyn. 6.12). 
The Aetolians’ presumed familiarity with hunting is based on (1) the economic and 
agricultural constraints throughout the region, (2) the hunting imagery (in particular, 
boars’ heads) dominating the iconography with which the Aetolians chose to repre- 
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sent themselves to the rest of the Greek world in later periods (de Laix 1973)—on 
coinage of the Aetolian League, for example—and (3) a recent survey demonstrating 
that the region currently sustains the densest population of wild boars on the Balkan 
peninsula (Tsachalidis and Hadjisterkotis 2009). As analyses of prehistoric faunal as- 
semblages from the region suggest, such was also the case in antiquity: “The distribu- 
tion of wild animals [including boar, deer, and rabbit] does not indicate any major 
climate difference, as all species are all found in the area today” (Jensen 2006, 184). 

76. Thuc. 3.98.1. 

77. Hdt. 9.60. However, it is unclear—as is the case here—whether the archers were 
Athenian citizens. 

78. Thuc. 4.35. 

79. The distance of sixty meters is based on McLeod’s estimations of the effective 
range of the ancient bow (1965, 1972). According to McLeod, at fifty-five to sixty me- 
ters, the Athenian archers would have been “quite accurate.” 

80. Thuc. 3.98.1. 

81. Thuc. 3.98.1. 

82. Thuc. 3.98.1. 

83. Thuc. 3.98.1. 

84. Thuc. 3.98.1. 

85. Keegan 1993, 161. This is an irresistible comparison, but it is not without cau- 
tion. Keegan primarily had in mind Eurasian steppe pastoralists, and his insights in 
this particular case are virtually ahistorical (see also the criticisms in Wheeler 2007b, 
xxv, n43). Nevertheless, Xenophon uses a similar metaphor to describe an incident 
that occurred in 398. Caught unaware, two hundred Greek hoplites were “cut down 
like cattle in a pen” by a force of armorless Bithynian raiders. The Bithynians’ weapon 
of choice was the javelin (Xen. Hell. 3.8.4). 

86. Throughout the history of the region, this way of life became more and 
more prevalent the farther one proceeded inland (Doorn 1985, 282-85). 

87. Thuc. 3.98.2. 

88. Gomme and Hornblower overlook this point, but it raises some interesting ques- 
tions: Was Thucydides intentionally suggesting that the Aetolians, in some sense, were 
Homeric as opposed to backward and old-fashioned? Would this have helped to account 
for the Athenian disaster, or did he simply want to use a celebrated adjective to enhance 
his own narrative? For “swift-footed” as a natural gift, see Gomme 1956, 407. 

89. Best (1969, 30) observes that Thucydides uses similar wording in a speech 
of Brasidas (4.126.6) to describe the fate awaiting an army of Peloponnesians 
should they disregard Brasidas’s advice. The threat, interestingly, was a horde of 
Lyncestian—that is, Illyrian, or in Thucydides’ words, barbarian—javelineers. 

90. Thuc. 3.98.2. “The paths” calls to mind the transhumance routes and lines of 
communication discussed above. 

91. Thuc. 3.98.3; on this being hyperbole, see Hornblower 1991, 514. Cf. Hdt. 
6.79-80 for a similar burning incident from earlier in the fifth century involving Spar- 
tans and Argives. 

92. Thuc. 3.98.3. The wording implies a hasty and prolonged flight. In my view, 
the escapees likely followed a lowland route to the east of Aigition (Ozolian Locrian 
territory) down to the coast and then headed west back to Oineon. 
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93. Thuc. 3.98.4. 

94, Hornblower (1991, 514) notes the unusual nature of comments regarding the 
expenditure of human life in Thucydides. Gomme (1956, 407-8) makes the interest- 
ing point that these marines may have been drawn from the thetic class, a compara- 
tively lower socioeconomic class. See also Rubincam 1991 for casualty figures in 
Thucydides, and Morpeth 2006 for Thucydides’ use of quantification in relating war 
experiences. Morpeth, however, does not treat this incident in detail. 

95. Thuc. 3.98.4. 

96. See, for example, Wheeler 1991, and in response, Pritchett 1994, 111-44. 

97. Thuc. 3.98.5. 

98. “Even the relatively uncivilized Aetolians respect this traditional truce for the 
return of the dead” (Strassler 1996, 209, n.3.98.5a). For the identification and retrieval 
of battlefield dead, see Pritchett 1971-1991a, 4:94-259, and Vaughn 1991. Pritchett 
points out that in this instance the Athenians had to make their way back to Aigition 
from their base in Oineon, suggesting that “the process of collecting the bodies of 
those killed at Aigition and through the long fight must have consumed a consider- 
able length of time” (189), especially if we assume that the Athenians conducted the 
proper rites for the dead. 

99. Thuc. 3.100-102. On the new trend in Demosthenes’ career, see Roisman 1993, 13. 

100. The views of Rawlings (especially 2000) are apposite, as are the insights of 
Luraghi (2006) on the long history of hoplite mercenary service outside of the Greek 
world and the various demands thereof. See also chapter 3 on the performance of 
Spartan hoplites against the Acarnanians in 389. 

101. Xen. Hell. 4.6.14. Also, according to Ephorus (FGrHist 70F122), one had to ad- 
mire the Aetolians’ long history of independence and inviolability. 

102. Bommeljé 1988. 

103. Evidently, Thucydides was impressed by how the Aetolians exploited their 
woodland environment, and Demosthenes seems to have borne this lesson in mind at 
Pylos the following year (Thuc. 4.29-30; see also Roisman 1993, 33—47, especially 37-38). 

104. Cf. Snodgrass 1986, 51-52, and Hanson 2000, 209. 

105. Larsen 1968, 79. 

106. “Aetolia of the fifth century B.C. is the best example known of a Greek tribal 
state. Later it developed into a very efficient federal state on sympolitical lines, though, 
even then, it retained its primary assembly” (Larsen 1968, 78). Treatments of the emer- 
gent Aetolian koinon are referenced above. 

107. On coinage, see de Laix 1973; on third-century epigraphic evidence, see 
Champion 1995. 

108. For shifting tactical emphases in Greek warfare during the fourth century, and 
in particular the increased employment of light-armed troops, see Wheeler 2007a, 215- 
23, and Wheeler 2007b, xlvi-lxiv. See also van Wees 1995 and Hunt 1998, which argue 
that increased interest in light-armed troops in fourth-century sources does not nec- 
essarily mean that such individuals contributed little in fifth-century conflicts. 


3. The Defense of Acarnania in 389 


1. For a survey of the physical geography of fifth- and fourth-century Acarnania, 
see Schoch 1997, especially 9-66. 
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2. Not even Homer was aware of Acarnania—that is, he makes no mention of 
Acarnanians in his Catalogue of Ships. For Corinthian colonies in the territory of clas- 
sical Acarnania, see Murray 1982, Domingo-Foresté 1988, and Jouan 1990. 

3. The conflict between the Corcyraeans, the Corinthians, and the Athenians ca. 
435—432 is the best-known example of such conflict in the region (Thuc. 1.24—55). 

4. For the Acarnanian ethnos, see Ps.-Scylax 34 and Corsten 1999, 95—100. 

5. On Acarnanian poleis, see Gehrke and Wirbelauer 2004, 354-78. For the moun- 
tainous interior of Acarnania as Lebensraum, see Gehrke 1996. 

6. Klaffenbach (1957, xiv) was one of the first to make this suggestion. Subsequent 
treatments of this issue have tended to follow suit, especially those in favor of an 
early koinon. See, for example, Larsen 1968, 89-95; Giovannini 1971, 55—60; Freitag 
1996; and Beck 1997, 31-36. See also Gehrke 1994-1995. For a survey of historical and 
archaeological research relating to the polis of Stratos, see Funke 2001. 

7. Thuc. 3.105.1. For Olpae and its common court, see Schoch 1996. 

8. Xen. Hell. 4.6.4 

9. On Acarnanian coinage, see Imhoof-Blumer 1878; on Acarnanian “federal” coin- 
age, see Head 1911, 282-83. As Dany notes (1999, 280-81), though, the use of a com- 
mon Acarnanian ethnic inscription by itself does not necessarily mean that such coins 
were federal. 

10. See, for example, Larsen 1968, 91. 

11. Gomme 1956, 416-17. 

12. The most famous example is a federal decree of the Acarnanian League found 
at Olympia dating to the last quarter of the third century (Habicht 1957). See also Cor- 
sten 1999, 67-94, for a discussion of Acarnanian inscriptions ca. 350-200. For the Hel- 
lenistic Acarnanian koinon, see Larsen 1968, 264-73, and Dany 1999. 

13. See Corsten 2006, 157-67, on the existence of a regional cult connecting most 
of Acarnania during the time in question. 

14. Thuc. 2.102-3. For the peculiarities of this passage, see Hornblower 1991, 377-78. 

15. See, for example, Hamilton 1979, 287-88; Cartledge 1987, 224-26; and Cart- 
ledge 2002, 244. 

16. In addition to the sources cited in the previous note, see Halladay 1982, 98. 

17. Plut. Ages. 22; Paus. 3.10.2; Polyaenus 2.1.10. Xenophon also summarily treats 
the incident in his life of Agesilaus (Xen. Ages. 2.20). 

18. For an eminently useful treatment of Xenophon’s historical methods, see Cawk- 
well 1979, 15—46. See also Tuplin 1993 for the literary aims and composition of the Hel- 
lenica. 

19. Tuplin 1986. 

20. Cf. Whatley 1964. 

21. For Xenophon’s close relationship with Agesilaus, see Anderson 1974, 146-71, and 
165 for Xenophon’s possible involvement in the incident. However, the basis for Ander- 
son's suggestion is dubious: “His reports of Agesilaus’s campaigns round Corinth and in 
north-west Greece still read like those of an eye-witness” (cf. Pritchett 1991b, 99-100). 

22. Xen. Hell. 4, Hell. Oxy., Diod. 14; see also Hamilton 1979, 233-98. 

23. For a detailed study of the Spartan disaster at Lechaeum, see Konecny 2001. 

24. Xen. Hell. 4.2.17. 

25. Xen. Hell. 4.6.1. The dating of the embassy to the late summer (between July 
and October) is based on the logistical constraints of the invasion and the timing of 
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the invading army’s departure from Acarnania. Kahrstedt (1910, 194-95) also argued 
for this time of year based solely on the structure of Xenophon’s Hellenica. For 
Achaean control of Calydon in the fourth century, see Merker 1989. 

26. Xen. Hell. 4.6.2. 

27. Xen. Hell. 4.6.3. 

28. Xen. Lac. 11. Anderson estimates six hundred hoplites as the most realistic size of 
a mora during this time (1970, 225-26). Toynbee estimates 1,120 (1969, 379). I avoid the 
anachronistic and inaccurate convention of referring to a Spartan mora as a regiment. 

29. For the Spartan army in the age of Xenophon, see Lazenby 1985, 3-50. For 
Spartan hippeis, see Figueira 2006. 

30. At Xen. Hell. 4.6.4, the Acarnanians are “offered” an alliance only with the 
Spartans and Achaeans, suggesting the presence of very few additional allies. How- 
ever, the Eleans, smaller Arcadian poleis, or even the Phocians could have supplied 
additional contingents. 

31. Xen. Hell. 4.6.3 

32. On divisions (merea), see Hdt. 1.145. For the fifth- and fourth-century Achaean 
ethnos, see Larsen 1968, 80-89; Beck 1997, 55—66; Corsten 1999, 160-65; and Mackil 2013, 
46-52. See also Morgan 2000. 

33. Xen. Hell. 4.6.4. The “country districts,” that is, the expansive agricultural low- 
lands near the Acheloos River, complemented the more mountainous interior of the 
Acarnanian landscape. The boundaries of these districts appear to have remained rela- 
tively consistent in antiquity (Schoch 1997). On Acarnanian fortifications, see Pritchett 
1992, 115-44. Presumably, the astē were the urban centers of the Acarnanian system 
of poleis that Xenophon alludes to later in his narrative. 

34. Landgraf and Schmidt 1996, 112. See also Freitag 1999, 30-57, for the topogra- 
phy of the Acarnanian-Aetolian coast. 

35. For Oiniadai as a hub of maritime activity in the region, see Mulliez 1982 and 
Freitag 1994. 

36. Thuc. 3.106. 

37. Xen. Hell. 4.6.4. This is the earliest mention of an Acarnanian koinon, but not 
necessarily the earliest evidence of a federal political structure in Acarnania (cf. Geh- 
tke 1994-1995, 42—43). 

38. Xen. Hell. 4.6.4. 

39. Xen. Hell. 4.6.5. 

40. For an approximate stadion conversion (1 stadion = 200 meters), see Bauslaugh 
1979. For methods of agricultural devastation, see Hanson 1998, 42-76, especially 49 
and 54-56. 

41. Wherever the landing site was, the actual starting point of the invasion is un- 
controversial, even though Xenophon does not mention the exact location (Pritchett 
1991b, 91; Landgraf and Schmidt 1996, 111-12). 

42. Xen. Hell. 4.6.5. 

43. The only mention of the Acarnanians’ allies comes much later in the narrative 
(4.6.14), when Xenophon explains that the Athenian fleet was blocking the sea pas- 
sage to the Peloponnese from Oiniadai. This forced Agesilaus to cross the Gulf of 
Corinth elsewhere. It is unclear whether the Athenians were supporting the Acarna- 
nians or using Oiniadai as a base of operations for their own purposes. 
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44, Xen. Hell. 4.6.6. 

45. On this meandering route, see Landgraf and Schmidt 1996, 109. 

46. These individuals are unnamed in the narrative, but the task of tactical recon- 
naissance and surveillance for Spartan armies usually fell to the Sciritai and hippeis, 
according to Xenophon (Lac. 12-13). For tactical information gathering during the 
fifth and fourth centuries, see Russell 1999, 10-62. 

47. The sheer number of lakes in Acarnania renders Underhill’s suggestion (1900, 
ad loc.) untenable, namely, that Xenophon’s imprecise usage of “the Lake” assumed 
“a previous acquaintance with the facts.” That is, the reader would have understood 
which lake Xenophon meant. As Landgraf and Schmidt point out (1996, 109n19), 
Xenophon (or his source) may not have even known the name of the lake. This entire 
issue is discussed further below. 

48. Here are three examples: (1) “[Agesilaus’s strategy] took the form of a day’s 
march of forty kilometres into the interior to a position by a lake where the Akarna- 
nians had fondly supposed their cattle, horses, other animals, and slaves would all be 
quite secure” (Cartledge 1987, 225). (2) “In any case, [the army’s] slow pace lulled the 
Akarnanians into security, and they brought their cattle from the mountains to a cer- 
tain lake” (Pritchett 1991b, 91). (3) “The Acarnanians . . . [from the army’s slow ad- 
vance and their own peltast capabilities] were given a sense of security—a false sense 
as events later turned out—and continued to work their holdings as long as possible” 
(Hanson 1998, 127-28). 

49. Xen. Hell. 4.6.6. 

50. For booty as “taken by the spear, captive, [or] prisoner of war,” see Pritchett 
1971-1991a, 5:169. 

51. Xen. Hell. 4.6.6. 

52. Pritchett 1991b, 91. 

53. Xen. Hell. 4.6.7. 

54. The Acarnanian peltasts presumably were from the more mountainous inte- 
rior of Acarnania, itself a resource-rich environment (Gehrke 1996) that would have 
required protection. The peltasts’ specialization is implied from the terminology of 
the narrative, as Xenophon for the most part distinguishes between Greek peltasts and 
light-armed troops (psiloi) in his writings (Best 1969, 45—47). 

55. Cf. Hanson 1998, 127. 

56. Corsten (1999, 113) suggests that the Acarnanians’ larger poleis—in particular, 
Oiniadai and Stratos—functioned as gathering points for mobilizing the Acarnanian 
army later in the fourth century and into the third. See also Gernet 1982, 21-61. 

57. Xen. Hell. 4.6.7 

58. On javelins and light spears, see Best 1969, 3-16; on clay, stone, and lead sling bul- 
lets, see Pritchett 1971-199 1a, 5:39-53. I use the term “javelineers” below to leave open 
the possibility that less-specialized Acarnanian or even non-Acarnanian (Thuc. 2.80- 
82) light-armed troops (psiloi) took part in the incident. There are no Acarnanian psiloi 
in Xenophon’s narrative of the incident in the Hellenica; only peltasts are named explic- 
itly. In Xenophon’s summary account of the incident in his Agesilaus (2.20), he uses the 
term psiloi to describe the Acarnanians. On this “discrepancy,” see Tuplin 1986, 44—45. 

59. Xen. Hell. 4.6.7. 

60. Xen. Hell. 4.6.7. 
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61. Customarily, after setting up a camp, “the hippeis were posted where they 
could observe someone approaching from afar” (Xen. Lac. 12). For Spartan encamp- 
ment in general, see Anderson 1970, 59-66, and Lazenby 1985, 32-36. 

62. Xen. Hell. 4.6.8 

63. On Lake Ambracia, see Oberhummer 1887, 121-22; on the Lake of Lutraki, 
see Leake 1835, 3.508-9; on the Lake of Podovinissa, see Heuzey 1860, 357-58. 

64. Pritchett 1991b, 90-100; Landgraf and Schmidt 1996. 

65. Xen. Hell. 4.6.8. 

66. Xen. Hell. 4.6.8. 

67. I base this estimate on the reconstruction of an eighth-century/seventh- 
century Egyptian sling excavated at el-Lahun (Burgess 1958) that fired projectiles 
similar in weight and shape to those recovered in the Greek world. 

68. Xen. Hell. 4.6.9. 

69. The strong points were not actual fortifications but “places inaccessible to hop- 
lites and horses” (Underhill 1900, ad loc.). 

70. On the peltasts at Lechaeum, see Xen. Hell. 4.5.14-18. The Spartan hippeis 
may have been fighting on foot as hoplites at this time—evidently their usual prac- 
tice (Figueira 2006, 57)—although later in the incident it is clear that some were also 
fighting on horseback. 

71. Best 1969, 120-26. 

72. Xen. Hell. 4.6.9. 

73. On Agesilaus’s generalship, see Cartledge 1987, 203-41. 

74. It is a speculative point, but this may be the significance of the different “at- 
tack” verbs that Xenophon uses in 4.6.9 to describe the Acarnanians’ activities on both 
sides of the basin. At 4.6.11, he uses yet another projectile verb that suggests the Acar- 
nanians were throwing missiles from a distance—that is, not at close quarters (or as 
close as those attacking from the army’s right), but not at a great distance either. 

75. Xen. Hell. 4.6.9. 

76. On the circulation of orders, see Xen. Lac. 11, discussed in depth by Humble 
2006. For sacrifice before battle, a conventional practice in hoplite warfare, see Pritch- 
ett 1971-1991, 1:109-15, and Jameson 1991. 

77. Xen. Hell. 4.6.10. 

78. Xen. Hell. 4.6.10. 

79. Cf. Arr. Tact. 27; see also Krentz 1991 for the salpinx in Greek warfare during 
the time in question. 

80. On the pilos helmet, see Cartledge 1977, 14. 

81. Xen. Hell. 4.6.11. 

82. It is important to note that Agesilaus’s plan would have been ineffective if the 
Acarnanians were attacking in uncoordinated and unpredictable waves (cf. Pritchett 
1971-1991a, 5:65—66, on organized corps of stone throwers). 

83. Xen. Hell. 4.6.11. 

84. For the advantage of fighting from higher ground in hoplite engagements, see 
Rawlings 2007, 89. 

85. Xen. Hell. 4.6.11. 

86. For hoplites carrying two spears, throwing one and fighting with the other, see 
Anderson 1991, 19-21, 
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87. Xen. Hell. 4.6.11 

88. This was a tactical retreat; Xenophon does not use a verb of fleeing as he usu- 
ally does to depict a hasty or disordered retreat, such as in 4.6.11 (the Spartans’ initial 
assault out of the basin). See also Xen. Hell. 3.4, 4.4, 4.5, 6.5, and 7.2. 

89. Cf. Holladay 1982, 98, and Cartledge 1987, 225, who credit only Agesilaus’s 
skillful and determined leadership for the Spartans’ success in these circumstances. 

90. Xen. Hell. 4.6.11 

91. Xen. Hell. 4.6.9. 

92. For the social status of slingers and stone throwers, see Pritchett 1971-1991a, 
5:53-54, to which we could include unskilled light-armed troops (javelineers, psiloi). 

93. Xen. Hell. 1.2, 2.4, 3.5, 4.3, 4.13, 6.2, 6.4, 7.1, 7.5. In this light, it may be worth 
considering Xenophon’s silence on the booty that resulted from this particular en- 
gagement. Was there even any to speak of? 

94. Xen. Hell. 4.6.12. On “trophy” as an expression of victory, see Pritchett 1971— 
199 1a, 2:246-75. 

95. Xen. Hell. 4.6.12. 

96. For possible distinctions between poleis and asté, see Hansen 2006, 56-61. Xeno- 
phon could be using both terms as synonyms for towns; poleis could refer to Acarna- 
nian settlements, with the astē understood as their urban center; or by “not taking a 
single one,” Xenophon may have meant that Agesilaus was unable to win over the 
political community associated with a given polis (cf. Xen. Hell. 4.6.13). Some combi- 
nation of the above explains Xenophon’s wording. 

97. On the logistics for a geographically constrained invasion, see van Wees 2004, 106. 

98. For this reason, Phormio put an early end to his campaign in Acarnania during 
the winter of 429-428 (Thuc. 2.102-3). 

99. Xen. Hell. 4.6.12. 

100. Xen. Hell. 4.6.13. 

101. Xen. Hell. 4.7.1, Ages. 2.20. 

102. On their joining of the Second Athenian League, see Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 
108-13 (cf. Diod. Sic. 15.36.5); on their alliance with Thebes, see Xen. Hell. 6.5.23. 

103. Thuc. 3.109. 


4. The Defense of Arcadia in 370 


1. On Arcadians in the Catalogue of Ships, see Hom. Il. 2.603-14. For Archaic Arca- 
dia (ca. 600-479), its geographical extent, and the emergence of its various historical 
communities, see Nielsen 2002, 92-97 and 159-228. 

2. For Arcadia as “fundamentally a human construct,” see Morgan 2003, 39. 

3. For Archaic Arcadian sanctuaries, most which were located in eastern Arcadia, 
see Jost 1994 and Morgan 2003, 155-62. 

4. Hdt. 8.73.1. For the emergence and development of an Arcadian regional or 
“national” identity, see Hejnic 1961, Nielsen 1999, and Scheer 2010. The essential fea- 
tures of this identity included a common name, a common myth of origin, a shared 
culture, and an association with a specific territory. 

5. See Trundle (2004, 53-54), who discusses the epigraphic and literary evidence 
for Arcadian mercenaries. 
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6. The landmark study of Arcadian coinage is Williams 1965. Williams, among 
others, interpreted the coinage as distinctively federal in character, but a series of 
subsequent studies has pointed out the problems with this view (Roy 1972a, Psomi 
1999, Nielsen 2002, 121-41). In short, coinage alone cannot establish the existence of 
a federation, and in this case, there is no additional literary or epigraphic evidence to 
support a “federal” interpretation for the fifth century. 

7. Larsen, for instance, did not treat the Arcadians as a confederacy before the 
King’s Peace. For the possible symmachy of the fifth century, see Nielsen 2002, 
142-45. 

8. Xen. Hell. 6.5.6, Diod. Sic. 15.59.1. 

9. For the structure and character of the Arcadian League, see Larsen 1968, 186-89; 
Giovannini 1971, 43—46; Beck 1997, 75-83; Corsten 1999, 61—66; and Roy 2000b. 

10. Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 156-61 (cf. Xen. Hell. 7.4.33). 

11. See, for example, Cartledge 1987, 383-84; Cartledge 2002, 253; Hamilton 
1991, 223; and Roy 1991, 190. 

12. Both events are discussed further below. 

13. For Arcadians in Xenophon’s Anabasis, see Roy 1972b. See Anderson 1974, 172- 
73, for Xenophon’s residence in Elis. 

14. Xen. Hell. 6.5.10-23. 

15. Diod. Sic. 15.59, 62. See Stylianou 1998, 49-50, for Diodorus’s sources for the 
Greek and Persian narratives of books 11-16. Importantly, Xenophon does not appear 
to have been one of them. 

16. For the King’s Peace, or Peace of Antalcidas, which was renewed in 375, see 
Xen. Hell. 5.1.31, 6.2.1; Urban 1991; Badian 1991; and Seager 1994. 

17. For a concise survey and analysis of the sources and issues surrounding Leuc- 
tra and its aftermath, see Hamilton 1991, 204-14. 

18. The other major poleis were Orchomenos and Heraia. 

19. Xen. Hell. 6.5.7-9. 

20. Xen. Hell. 6.5.10. 

21. Roy 1971b, citing the 2,400 Tegean hoplites at the River Nemea in 394. See also 
B. Forsén 2000, 35-55, for estimates of the entire civilian population. 

22. On the size of Tegean territory, see Nielsen 2004, 531. 

23. Xen. Hell. 6.5.10. 

24. On post-Leuctra oaths, see Xen. Hell. 6.5.2, a reaffirmation of those sworn im- 
mediately before the battle in 371 (Xen. Hell. 6.3.18-20; see also Cawkwell 1979, 335). 

25. On the strained relations between Mantineia and Sparta during the late fifth and 
fourth centuries, see Nielsen 1996b, 87-93. 

26. Xen. Hell. 6.5.3-5. 

27. Xen. Hell. 6.5.10. 

28. On Agesilaus’s ties with Mantineia, see Xen. Hell. 5.2.3, 6.5.4. 

29. “For the first time in seven years [Agesilaus] took the field at the head of an 
army, and it is a fair measure of his and Sparta’s desperation that he did so in the win- 
ter of late 370” (Cartledge 1987, 383-84). 

30. The significance of the time of year is discussed further below. 

31. Incidentally, the ancient truism of Arcadian ferocity was articulated most explic- 
itly by Xenophon himself (Xen. Hell. 7.1.23-26). 
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32. Xen. Hell. 6.5.11. 

33. See J. Forsén and B. Forsén 1997, 176, for the population estimate. For the ge- 
ography, topography, and settlement history of the Asea Valley, see the contributions 
in Forsén and Forsén 2003. 

34. On the size of Asean territory, see J. Forsén and B. Forsén 1997, 175. 

35. B. Forsén 2003. 

36. For the Arcadians’ standing army, the eparitoi, see Beck 1997, 173. However, 
there is no evidence that the Arcadians maintained a standing army at this time, even 
if they had already designated the eparitoi who are first mentioned for the year 366 in 
Xen. Hell. 7.4.22 (cf. Larsen 1968, 188). The most suitable and consequently most 
likely locations for such a permanent garrison would have been Tegea or Mantineia, 
as at Xen. Hell. 7.4.33 and 7.4.36. Significantly, Asea was not the only potential mobili- 
zation point in Arcadia at this time. 

37. Xen. Hell. 6.5.11. 

38. Diodorus (15.62.1) places the size of Polytropus’s force at 1,500. See also Styli- 
anou 1998, 423-24. 

39. On Mantineian territory and the border with Orchomenos, see Hodkinson 
and Hodkinson 1981, 242-46. The Arcadian district of Kleitor was farther north, part 
of the Arcadian League at this time, and had also been at odds with Orchomenos 
(Roy 1972c); however, there is no mention of the Kleitorians being involved in this par- 
ticular incident. The Azanians were another northern Arcadian community (Nielsen 
and Roy 1998), but again, they are absent from Xenophon’s narrative. 

40. Xen. Hell. 6.5.11. 

41. On Lepreon, see Nielsen 1997, 129-62, and Roy 1997; on Heraia, see Nielsen 
2004, 513-14; see also Roy 2000a, for the frontier between Arcadia and Elis. 

42. Xen. Hell. 6.5.12. For rites of crossing, see Jameson 1991, 202-3. 

43. On Oresthasion, see Roy 2009, 206; see also Drakopoulos 1991. 

44. On the pass at Oion open to Agesilaus, see Xen. Hell. 6.5.25-26. 

45. Xen. Hell. 6.5.12. 

46. On Eutaia, see Nielsen 1996a, 132-34, and Nielsen 1996b, 95. 

47. Xen. Hell. 6.5.12. It is not entirely clear what Xenophon meant by to Arkadikon, 
since elsewhere he refers to the joint army of the Arcadians explicitly as the eparitoi 
(Xen. Hell. 7.5.3). Incidentally, the legend ARKADIKON—a variation of the ethnic 
proper of Arcadia (Arkds)—was also prevalent on fifth- and early fourth-century Arca- 
dian coins either in full or abbreviated form. See also Corsten 1999, 62-63, n.8. 

48. Xen. Hell. 6.5.12. 

49. Xen. Hell. 6.5.12. 

50. Pikoulas 1988, 75, associates the wall mentioned here with what appears to be a 
fortification wall found on a nearby hill. The lower town of Eutaia itself seems to have 
been unfortified. At any rate, if Agesilaus was attempting to gain an ally, he failed. 

51. Xen. Hell. 6.5.13. 

52. Cf. Xen. Hell. 7.4.38: Threatened by the Thebans in 365, the Mantineians called 
on the “cities of Arcadia” to take up arms and man the passes. In addition, the pre- 
sumed mobilization order could have reached the rest of Arcadia in much the same 
way that summons and voting information reached the assembly of 10,000 (Larsen 
1968, 186-88). See also Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 256-61, on a federal decree listing 
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voting members of the Arcadian assembly in 369 that attests to the geographical ex- 
panse of the League’s constituents. 

53. Xen. Hell. 6.5.13. 

54. Paus. 8.13.2. For the walls of Orchomenos—2,300 meters long and enclosing a 
space of approximately 20 hectares—see Winter 1989, 194-95. 

55. Whether there was an actual residential area within the fortification walls of 
Orchomenos at this time has been debated (Osborne 1987, 118), but it is difficult to 
say, as archaeological investigations to date have focused only on the agora, theater, 
and temple of Artemis (Nielsen 2004, 524). For a survey of Orchomenian territory— 
the two subplains in relation to the city—see Jost 1985, 113-14. 

56. In 420 the Mantineians sent 1,000 hoplites to Olympia to protect the games 
against an expected Spartan attack (Thuc. 5.50.4). Lysias (34.7), writing in 403, points 
out that the Mantineians were resisting the Spartans even though there were less than 
3,000 capable of doing so, suggesting a number slightly less than that. There is no rec- 
ord of Mantineians fighting as anything other than hoplites during the fifth and fourth 
centuries, but light-armed individuals likely would have accompanied the hoplites. See, 
for example, Hdt. 9.29.2 for a psilos accompanying each of the 1,500 Tegean hoplites 
that fought at Plataea in 479 and Xen. Hell. 6.5.26 for what must have been light-armed 
Arcadians on the attack at Oion during the invasion of Laconia in 370. Diodorus 
(15.62.2) claims that the entire Arcadian army advanced against Orchomenos and puts 
their numbers at 5,000, but as we saw, according to Xenophon—a more credible source in 
this particular instance—most of the Arcadians were still gathered at Asea. 

57. Xen. Hell. 6.5.13. 

58. Little else is known about Elymia aside from what can be deduced from this 
notice in Xenophon’s narrative. 

59. For hoplite methods of constructing routes and traversing mountains, see 
Ober 1991, 174-79. 

60. Xen. Hell. 6.5.13. 

61. According to Diodorus, Lycomedes led the attack on Orchomenos (15.62.2). 
Larsen (1968, 188) takes this as evidence that Lycomedes was the Arcadian League’s 
first elected stratégos—Lycomedes would be elected for certain in 366 (Diod. Sic. 
15.67.2)—but Xenophon is silent on the matter (cf. Xen. Hell. 7.3.1 on the election of 
Aeneas of Stymphalus to stratégos sometime between 370 and 366). 

62. Xen. Hell. 6.5.14. 

63. On the comparative advantages and disadvantages of hoplites versus peltasts 
during the first half of the fourth century, see Anderson 1970, 111-40. 

64. The most famous example of this was the Spartans’ repeated feigned retreats 
at Thermopylae (Hdt. 7.211). More recently, Thespian hoplites executed a similar tac- 
tic to great effect against the Thebans and their mercenary peltasts (Xen. Hell. 5.4.42— 
45), although again, in Xenophon’s view, the Thespians’ success was the result of 
desperation. 

65. According to Diodorus, the Arcadians killed a total of two hundred individuals 
in addition to Polytropus (15.62.2), but he makes no mention of mercenaries. 

66. Xen. Hell. 6.5.14. 

67. Compare, for example, the postbattle activities of Arcadians and Spartans at 
Xen. Hell. 7.4.22-24. That said, the inclusion of such details is inconsistent across the 
Xenophontic corpus (Tuplin 1986, 39-41). 


NOTES TO PAGES 83-86 131 


68. Xen. Hell. 6.5.15. 

69. On reconnaissance and surveillance agents as part of Greek armies, see Russell 
1999, 10-62. This does not prove that Agesilaus had such capabilities, but as Russell 
demonstrates, the practice of scouting appears to have been prevalent toward the 
middle of the fourth century. 

70. Xen. Hell. 6.5.15. 

71. See above on the Tegeans’ potential numbers even after the departure of those 
loyal to Stassipus. 

72. Xen. Hell. 6.5.15. 

73. On the Mantineian territory covering most of the northern half of the central 
plain (also referred to as the Plain of Mantineia), see Hodkinson and Hodkinson 
1981, 234. 

74. Xen. Hell. 6.5.15. For a detailed study of the agricultural potential of the Man- 
tineian countryside and the literary and archeological evidence of extra-urban settle- 
ments in the region, see Hodkinson and Hodkinson 1981, 261-71. Based on the 
results of this research, and Xenophon’s silence on the matter, it seems that Agesilaus 
was unable or unwilling to harm the smaller Mantineian towns and villages scattered 
throughout the area. In addition, it is curious that Xenophon makes no explicit men- 
tion of livestock (cf. Xen. Hell. 7.5.15), as Mantineia was unusually rich in this respect. 

75. The potential effectiveness of the Spartans’ agricultural devastation is dis- 
cussed further below. 

76. Xen. Hell. 6.5.16. 

77. Diodorus is the only source for this number. Pritchett (1971-1991a, 2:223) con- 
siders 5,000 too large, but given the potential numbers of individual Arcadian contin- 
gents discussed above, a combined number in the range of 3,500 to 5,000 is entirely 
possible. Tegea later accommodated the eparitoi for an extended period of time, and 
in 362, the city itself was the base of a substantial Boeotian garrison (Xen. Hell. 7.5.8). 

78. Xen. Hell. 6.5.16. 

79. Xen. Hell. 6.5.16. 

80. Xen. Hell. 6.5.16. 

81. On road networks of eastern Arcadia connected to Tegea, see Petronotis 2005. See 
also Pikoulas 1999 on the remains of extant wheel ruts in central and eastern Arcadia. 

82. Xen. Hell. 6.5.16. 

83. On Argive relations with the Arcadian League, see Piérart 1982. 

84. Xen. Hell. 6.5.16. 

85. Xen. Hell. 6.5.16. 

86. Xen. Hell. 6.5.17. 

87. Cartledge estimates that approximately 1,000 Spartiates remained after Leuc- 
tra (2002, 251-52), but the potential number of non-Spartans—both perioikoi and 
helots—capable of taking up arms could have reached approximately 6,000 (cf. Xen. 
Hell. 6.5.29). We would have a better sense of the invading army’s size had Xenophon 
known or cared to detail the types and numbers of Lacedaemonian contingents en- 
trusted to Agesilaus. 

88. Based on a variety of methods—army figures in ancient authors, demographic 
modeling, comparisons with modern populations—estimations of the urban popula- 
tion of Mantineia range from 10,000 to 12,000, but the territory of Mantineia could 
have supported upward of 18,000 (Hodkinson and Hodkinson 1981, 274-77, 286, and 
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B. Forsén 2000, 42-44, 51-54). As long as the population of Mantineia was not at full 
capacity, and there are no indications that it was, it would have been entirely possible 
to accommodate the additional Arcadians for a short period of time. 

89. Xen. Hell. 6.5.17. 

90. Xen. Hell. 6.5.17. 

91. Xen. Hell. 6.5.17. 

92. Hodkinson and Hodkinson identify this as the Valley of Nestane (1981, 244; 
see also plates 46a and 46b in the same volume), a narrow 3,000-meter extension 
of the Nestane Plain—the so-called Untilled Plain in Pausanias’s day (Paus. 
8.7.1-3)—between Mt. Stavromiti (800m) and Mt. Kofinas (1,100m). The Nestane Plain 
itself is at approximately 615m above sea level. Except for the entrance at the south, 
the valley is completely enclosed by mountains. 

93. Xen. Hell. 6.5.4. 

94. Xen. Hell. 6.5.18. 

95. An ideal location for this observation would have been from the heights of Mt. 
Stavromiti, also the location of a fortified tower that is unmentioned in Xenophon’s 
narrative but appears to date to the fourth century (Lattermann 1913, 425-27). 

96. Xen. Hell. 7.4.13. 

97. Xen. Hell. 6.5.18. 

98. Xen. Hell. 6.5.18. 

99. Xen. Hell. 6.5.19. See Underhill 1900, ad loc., for a lucid grammatical exegesis 
of this complicated passage. 

100. “The mercenaries from Orchomenos” resurface in defense of Laconia during 
the same winter (Xen. Hell. 6.5.29). Where they were in the meantime is unknown. 

101. Xen. Hell. 6.5.19. The Eleans shared with the Arcadians a long history of re- 
sisting the Spartans (see, for example, Capreedy 2008) but their relations with the Arca- 
dians could be strained at times (Nielsen 2002, 398). 

102. Xen. Hell. 6.5.19. 

103. According to Diodorus (15.62.3), the Athenians had rejected an alliance with 
the Arcadians in the late winter of 370 (hence the involvement of the Thebans), but 
in Xenophon’s account, the Thebans were already on their way to Arcadia before this 
alleged offer to the Athenians would have been possible (cf. Cawkwell 1979, 341). For 
Boeotian involvement in Peloponnesian affairs ca. 370-362, see Roy 1971a. 

104. Xen. Hell. 6.5.20. 

105. Xen. Hell. 6.5.20. 

106. Researchers have discovered another ancient road that led from Tegea to Man- 
tineia that seems to have intentionally avoided the level ground of the central Arca- 
dian plain. Based on some ethnographic comparisons, one researcher concluded that 
the “entire route was normally used during winter when the roads across the plains 
were buried in mud” (Petronotis 2005, 194). 

107. Xen. Hell. 6.5.20. 

108. Xen. Hell. 6.5.21. 

109. Xenophon later approves of Epaminondas’s decision to set up camp within 
the fortifications of Tegea in 362 instead of at Nemea (Xen. Hell. 7.5.8). He notes Epa- 
minondas’s ability to observe the activities and disposition of his enemies from a se- 
cure location that was well provisioned, and importantly, the inability of his enemies 
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to observe what he was doing. This means that although Agesilaus did not see any 
Arcadians at Tegea, the reverse was not the case. For the topography of Tegea to in- 
clude the remains of the city wall and its history of urbanization, see Ødegård 2005. 

110. Xen. Hell. 6.5.21. 

111. Importantly, by the time of the invasion, the Arcadians would have been well 
past their olive and vine harvests, and their fields would already have been planted. 
For the effects and effectiveness of agricultural devastation in general, see Hanson 1998, 
129-73. 

112. Xen. Hell. 6.5.21. 

113. Xen. Hell. 6.5.22. 

114. On Alipheira in the Arcadian League, see Nielsen 1996a, 132-34. 

115. Xen. Hell. 6.5.22. 

116. Furthermore, by 367 at the latest, both Heraia and Orchomenos were part of 
the Arcadian League (Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 156-61). 

117. Xen. Hell. 6.5.22-23. 

118. Xen. Hell. 6.5.23. 

119. On the invasion of Laconia, see Xen. Hell. 6.5.25—32; Diod. Sic. 15.63.3— 
65.5; Cartledge 2002, 253-55; Hamilton 1991, 220-31. 

120. Diod. Sic. 15.62.3. 

121. Xen. Hell. 7.1.25. 

122. Morgan’s observation (2003, 39) that Arcadia lacked a unifying geographical 
feature is somewhat puzzling in this light. 

123. Xen. Hell. 7.4.13—40. 

124. Xen. Hell. 7.4.22, 33-34. 

125. Xen. Hell. 7.4.35-9, 7.5.1-5. 

126. Cf. Larsen 1968, 186. 


Conclusion 


1. For defense in depth (or elastic defense) in the ancient world, see Ober 1985a, 80. 

2. In comparison, Roman writers did have access to such tropes. See, for example, 
Dench 1995, 111-53, on Roman accounts of mountain peoples from the Central 
Apennines. 

3. For a survey of the basic conventions and shape of warfare in the polis-centric 
realm, see Krentz 2002 and Hanson 2000. 

4. Strauss 1996 and 2000b. 

5. I thank Sturt Manning for bringing my attention to the similarity between the 
Mycenaean and classical periphery of the Greek mainland. 

6. For a brief survey of the Mycenaean periphery and its relation to some of the 
main centers of power, see Tartaron 2010, 161-83. 

7. See, for example, Davis and Bennet 1999. 

8. Morris 2006. This is the collapse-depression-regeneration model originally put 
forth in Snodgrass 1971. 

9. Thomas and Conant 1999. 

10. See M. Burgess 2006, 81-97, for a historical survey of the motives of federal 
union. 
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11. In addition, as is commonly acknowledged in present-day studies of federal- 
ism, “the passage from the American Articles of Confederation of 1781 to the innova- 
tive Constitution of 1787 is the critical event that led to the now conventional distinction 
between confederation and federation” (Karmis and Norman 2005, 5). 

12. Giovannini 2003. 

13. Arr. Anab. 7.9.2. 
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